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PUBLISHERS' PREFACE 


in English all the works of our Alwars and Acharyas— 
Yamuna, Ramanuja and Vedanta Desika. Several 
North Indian Scholars and American Students are now 
researching in various aspects of  Visistadvaita 
Philosophy. 


Our Research Society has been formed to publish { 


Last year December we published an English 
Edition of Thirupavai with eighty pages of intro. 
duction and eighty pages of Swapadesam by the late 
M. B. Srinivasa Iyengar. Five other books of this 
series of Nityanusandhanam will be published very soon. 


Though Nathamuni is our Prathama Acharya, 
none of his works is now available. Yamuna is our 
Next Acharya, whose books formed the basis on which 
Ramanuja later on built up our Siddhanta which was 
perfected by Vedanta Desika,'two centuries afterwards. 


The first book of Yamina to be published was 
Githarthasamgraha in English by the late Dewan 
Bahadur V.K. Ramanujachariar. Some years later 
Prof. M. R. Rajagopala Iyengar translated the Stotra- 
ratna and Chathuslokiin English. In the Annamalai 
University Series Prof. R. Ramanujachari and K. 
Srinivasachari got the English translation of all the 
three Siddhantas published some years ago. 


The only other work of Yamuna that has not so 
far been published in English was 'Agamapramanyam.? 


Our good friend Dr. van Buitenen, Prof. of Sanskrit, 
Chicago University, sent usa translation of the text and 
an introduction in English of the Agamapramanyam. 
Though we started printing the books more than 
three years ago due to the serious illness of our 
Honorary Secretary it was delayed, and we are happy 
that we are able to publish it at least now. Our 
Readers are aware that Dr. van Buitenen has already 
published ‘Vedarthasamgraham’ and ‘Gita Bhashya’ of 
Ramanuja in English, and isa well-known authority on 
Visistadvaita Philosophy. 


Our good friend Dr. K. C. Varadachari who read 
the manuscript, undertook to write a scholarly Preface 
in his own inimitable style. But he passed away before 
the printing was completed. So we requested Prof. 
R. Ramanujachari who had mastered all the works of 
Yamuna, and has acceded to our request and has 
writtena Preface. 


We arc heavily indebted to Sri D. S. Krishnachar 
of Prabha Printing House, Bangalore, who has under- 
taken the arduous task of printing the book faultlessly 
from the typed manuscript. But for his hearty co- 
operation we could not have published this book at all. 


V. SRINIVASA RAGHAVAN 
Honorary Secretary 
Ramanuja Research Society 


PREFACE TO AGAMAPRAMANYAM 


The works of Yamuna are of special importance 

to students of vedanta not only because they are the 
earliest available visistadvaita classics, but also because 
they present an authentic account of this system of 
thought and belief, having been inspired and shaped 
by the rich contributions of previous acharyas including 
Nathamuni transmitted to him through an unbroken 
tradition. Agamapriminyam is one of the most 
important among his writings; and, strangely enough, 
there has been till now no critical edition of the text. 
Tn this context, my esteemed friend, Dr. van Buitenen 
has rendered invaluable service by bringing out a 
critical edition of this masterpiece with a scholarly 
introduction and English translation, eminently 
readable and faithful to the original. This timely 
publication has achieved a twofold purpose, that of 
giving the text, fast becoming scarce, further lease of 
life, and of making the thought imbedded in this 
treatise available even to those unacquainted with 
Sanskrit. An orientalist of great repute, he has made 
the field of vedanta, especially visistadvaita vedanta, 
his own. Already he has earned the gratitude of all 
interested in our cultural heritage by his excellent 
publications, such as Ramanuja's Vedarthasamgraka and 
Ramanuja on Bhagavat Gita. A warm welcome awaits 
this excellent publication. 


Yamuna, more properly known as Alavandar, |] 
occupies a central place among the illustrious visista- 
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dvaita acharyas who, reformed and revivified this 
ancient system of thought and belief. Nathamuni set 
visistadvaita vedanta on a new and glorious phase of 
its career; Yamuna strengthened it considerably by his 
writings; and Ramanuja systematised and fortified it. 
Kuresa pays reverential homage to the illustrious 
hierarchy of acharyas commencing from Laksminatha 
(Supreme God, the Consort of Laksmi) and ending 
with his own preceptor, Ramanuja, with Sage Natha 
and Yamuna at the centre : 


Laksminatha samirambhim 
Nathayamuna madhyamàm ! 

asmadicirya paryantim vande 
guruparamparim 1 


The grandson and spiritual successor of Natha- 
muni, Yamuna had the unique privilege of inheriting | 
his grandsire's immeasurable spiritual wealth' and 
of passing on that legacy to Ramanuja, having enriched 
it by his own invaluable contributions. At an carly 
age, he achieved great distinction and fame for his 
erudition and dialectical skill. He easily defeated a 
court poet, Akkialvan, who was a terror to all learned 
men, far and near ; and, in recognition of this victory 
he was hailed as Alavandar (Man come to save, rule) 
and granted the gift of a territory. He ruled over this 
principality and led a life of pomp and luxury, 
forgetting the high traditions of his grandfather, until 
he was won over to the higher life, thanks to the great 
efforts of Ramamisra, the chosen disciple of Pundari- 


1 ..stogyámi nah kuladhanam kuladaivatam tat 
Padiravindamaravinda vilocanasya ॥ 
Stotraratna, St. 6 
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kaksa who was himself the foremost among the disciples 
of Nathamuni, charged with the duty of instructing 
his grandson in the sacred lore. When the awakening 
came, Yamuna realised the futility of the life he had 
been leading, became a sannyasin, settled down at 
the holy spot of Srirangam, the great centre of 
Vaisnava thought and devoted the rest of his life to 
disseminating the truths handed to him by Ramamisra 
and writing treatíses and in unremitting and one- 
pointed devotion to the Lord. 


In his exposition of visistadvaitic thought, Yamuna 
follows the lead of the ancient masters like Dodhayana, 
Tanka and Dramida and Nathamuni, whose master- 
piece, Nyayatattva greatly influenced his own writings. 
He follows in the foot-steps of Nathamuni so closely 
that Vedanta Desika describes Ztmasiddhi of Yamuna 
as a brief version of Nyayatattva. — (Jyayatattva 
prakaranam hi Atmasiddhi.) 


Though steeped in tradition, he was no blind 
follower. The following stanza shows how he insisted 
on high standards of thought and discussion : 


Hanta! brahmopadeSosyam 
graddadhanesu §obhate | 
vayama$raddadhanah smo 
ye yuktim prarthayamahe || 
Samvitsiddhi, p. 191 


* Well, all this dogmatic teaching may carry con- 
viction with (blind) believers; we are lacking in such 
faith, and we search for logical reasons to convince us." 
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Endowed witha sharp intellect and piercing logic, he 
could easily sce through sophistry, and was averse to 
using crooled ways of thinking (nirasta jimhaza spare, 
Yetirejosaftati, St. 8), He presented his views with 
precision and clarity and in a manner that would 
compel assent. A sparkling sente of humour is dis- 
cernible in his discourses, To cite one illustration 
while refuting the doctrine of absolute identity based 
onthe upanisadic text—cham evadvitiyam Brahma— 
Yamuna says in his SarzitiiddLi: "The statement ‘the 
permanent ruler of the Cola country now reigning is 
without a second in this world’ is intended to deny the 
existence of a ruler equal to him Te does not deny the 
existence of servants, sons, consort, and so on.” 


The learned editor designates Yamuna asa ‘temple 
priest" (vide infra, p. 6) and includes Ramanuja in the 
class of “theologians and officiating priests'' (Vedartha- 
samgraha, p. $3) and suggests that the inspiration came 
to them from religion and theology. The appelations 
‘temple priest’ and ‘theologian’, taken literally, do not 
imply any derision, and may not be inappropriate 
designations of these eminent thinkers and ardent 
devotees who considered service to God and god-lovers 
as the supreme goal of life; but ‘temple priest? is 
suggestive of one making a living by temple service, 
one who cares merely for outward, formal routine of 
worship, Likewise, ‘theologian’ has veiled association 
with dogmatic, uncritical acceptance of beliefs. This 
suspicion gets somewhat strengthened when we read 
the learned editor saying “What Pancaratra signifies 

for him (Yamuna) is dikgi and the other sacraments; 
ürádhana and the various aspects of the ritual of 
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worship of the God; puja...” In point of fact, they 
were not temple priests, but eminent sannyasins and 
accredited leaders and exponents of visistadvaitic 
thought and vaisnava religion, who set great store by 
logic and sought convincing evidence before accepting 
any belief. It is therefore necessary to consider if 
these are fair and factual descriptions. 


In his learned introduction Dr. van Buitenen 
refers to a number of problems that challenge 
attention and call for further study. One of these is 
‘the reticence of the illustrious vaignava philosopher, 
Ramanuja, about the Pancaratra system.’ “ Ramanuja 
remains" he says, “wholly silent about the element, 
both of doctrine and of religious practice of 
Pancaratra." In his earlier publication, Ramanuja's 
Vedarthasamgraha, Dr. van Buitenen says, that 
although the orthodoxy of the Pancaratra had been 
established, “it is not utilised asa source of knowledge 
in its own right to corroborate Ramanuja’s system of 
vedanta.” There is reference again to ** Ramanuja's 
evident indifference towards Pancaratra." He has 
himself suggested a plausible reason for Ramanuja's 
not quoting even a single pada from the veritable 
ocean of the Pancaratra. A master of dialectics, to 
win support for his interpretation of vedic teachings, 
form vedantins of all shades of opinion, he would take 
his stand only on gruti and universally accepted smrti; 
he would not like to jeopardise a good case by quoting 
from what may be dubbed scctarian. For an indcntical 
reason, he studiously avoided all reference to the 
Divyaprabandha, though it has been one of the shaping 
forces of his thought. 
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As regards Ramanuja remaining “ wholly silent 
about the elements both of doctrine and of religious 
practice of the Pancaratra," it may be said that he 
presented a synthetic account of vedanta incorporating 
into it the vedic, agamic and prabandha contributions. 
The genealogy of the specific items was not indicated 
because most of them are found in all the scriptures. 
Ramanuja looked upon the varied scriptures as setting 
forth identical doctrines, though their language 
and idiom vary. 

It is certainly not difficult to identify the agamic 
elements in Ramanuja's teaching. In the first place, 
the prapatti doctrine, though ancient and based on the 
Upanisads and the Bhagavat Gita, gets special elabor- 
ation in the Pancaratra, The credit for having 
stressed its importance asa self-sufficient and inde- 
pendent means to moksa and of explaining its angas 
(steps) goes to the Pancaratra. As this path is 
accessible to all irrespective of caste or rank, it has 
a universal appeal. That everyone, whatever his 
station in life, is entitled to moksa, and that it may be 
attained in this very birth is a characteristic Pancaratra 

teaching. Ramanuja utilised this doctrine and 
incorporated this in his exposition of the visistadvaita. 
Though he makes a passing mention of it in the 
Sri Bhasya and the Vedarthasamgraha, he emphasises 
it in the Gita Bhasya especially in commentingon the 
Carama sloka. More than all, in his Gadyatraya which 
is a confession of his faith, he presents saranagati as 
hita par excellence. 

Another feature of the Pancaratra which Ramanuja 
has utilised is ite insistence on an austere life. In 
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Nityagrantha it is prescribed as part of the daily 
routine throughout life. The day is divided into five 
periods, each to be devoted to an appropriate duty. 
The first is abhigamana, when one is to approach God 
as soon as daily ablutions and puja are over. The 
second is called upadaina, a period to be spent in 
earning a livelihood in legitimate and appropriate 
ways. Then follows ijya (literally, sacrifices), referring 
not to vedic sacrifices but to fancamaha yagna, which 
include among others, noonday prayer, offering unto 
God the food prepared and even partaking of meal, 
which is regarded as a religious act. What pleases 
the Lord is not the sacrifice which entails much 
material and effort, but sincere, unselfish and devout 
approach. True worship is something inward, 
involving mental purity, earnestness and steadfast 
faith. Next comes the path of svadhyaya or study. 
It is a duty cast on every householder to study our 
sacred lore and to teach the same to others (pravacana) 
where possible. The concluding part of the day is 
devoted to quiet concentration (yoga). One is to 
retire to bed with thoughts of God uppermost in one’s 
mind. Without bisecting life into the sacred and the 
secular and thereby making either valueless, the 
Pancaratra invests all our acts with sanctity. Everything 
that man does, eating and slceping not excepted, are 
worship of the Divine. Ina word, man’s life is to be 
a God-centred life, all day long and all through life. 
Life should be characterised by this pervasive note, 
Yet another fruitful idea which Ramanuja selects 
from the Pancaratra for elaboration is the concept of 


disinterested action. Action performed without 
u 
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thought of personal gain and in the spirit of dedication 
to God leads progressively to self-knowledge, self- 
realisation and knowledge of God, which leads to 
meditation on God and flowers into live of, and 
surrender to God and final beatitude. “Satvikatyaga 
pürvaka karma yogyena karmana" is a typical 
Pancaratra formula. In the Gita Bhasya Ramanuja 
explains the full implications of this concept while 
commenting on 8, 15, Ch. IV of the Bhagavat Gita. 
“Such a person sees non-action in action ; and action in 
non-action. He is the man of wisdom, worthily 
engaged; and he is the performer of all actions." 


Yamuna composed eight works, and they are: 
Atma-siddhi, Isvara.siddhi, Samvit-siddhi, Gitartha- 
samgraha, Purusanirnaya, Stotraratna,  Catussloki 
and Agamapramanya. The first three are usually 
referred to by the collective name, Siddhitraya. 
A good part of each of these three siddhis has been 
lost due to neglect and the ravages of time; but even 
the little that remains gives us a clear idea of the 
author’s views on important philosophical problems 
and of the masterly way in which he expounds them. 
Ramanuja quotes profusely from these splendid 
manuals in his Sri Bhasya. 

Gitarthasamgraha is a marvel of epitomising 
effort. The inspiration for this undertaking came 
from Ramamisra who initiated Yamuna into the 
inmost secret of the Bhagavad Gita. In thirty-two 
stanzas, it sums up the teaching of the Lord's Song as 
understood by the school which he represented and 
indicates how the teaching is developed logically and 
step by step and how the Gitasastra is a consistent 
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exposition of the doctrine that it is only through bhakti 
(loving devotion) brought on by karma and jnana 
(svadharma jnana vairagya sadhya bhaktyaka gocarah) 
that the Lord could be reached. — This work served as 
a ground-plan, as it were, for Ramanuja's luminous 
exposition of the Gita. 


Purusanirnaya is designed to show the supremacy 
of Lord Visnu. The book is not extant now. 


STOTRARATNA AND CATUSSLOKI 


Stotra-ratna and Catussloki are hymns in praise of 
Lord Visnu and Goddess Lakshmi respectively. They 
are held in high esteem as portraying the author's 
fervent religious feelings and inmost longing for Divine 
communion and as expounding in an easily intelligible 
form the central philosophical doctrines of Visistadvaita 
regarding tativa (God, man and nature), hita (the way) 
and purusartha (the nature of the supreme goal). This 
poem, as Vedanta Desika says, is the spontaneous 
overflow of the author's ecstatic religious experiences 
brought onby constant meditation on Divya Prabandha, 
especially the Tiruvoimozhi of Saint Satakopa. To him 
the Alwar was father, mother, consort, children, 
wealth, in a word, everything. 

Mitapita yuvatayah tanaya vibhuti 
sarvam yadeva níyamena matanvayanim | 
adhyasya nah kulapateh vakula-bhiramam 
srimad tadanghri yugalam pranamami mürdhná || 
Stotraratna, St. 6 
One could see that the stotra is replete with the 
ideas culled from Tiruvoimozhi; and some of the 
stanzas seem to be Sanskrit renderings of the Tamil 
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hymns. The key-note of the stotra is that prapatti is 
the only effective means of attaining transcendental 
felicity. Vedanta Desika has written a commentary 
bringing out the treasures imbedded in it; and he 
wrote a brochure on one of its stanzas under the head- 
ing Anjalivaibhava. Ramanuja felt moved as he heard 
Stotraratna recited; and he got there from the cue for 
his Vaikuntagadya. 
CATUSSLOKT 


Catussloki is an exceedingly brief poem singing the 
glories of Goddess Lakshmi. The four stanzas compri- 
sing it attribute to Sri the qualities of the Lord 
elaborately set forth in the four chapters of the 
Brahmasutras, The first stanza refers to the vibhutis 
of Goddess Lakshmi and shows that they are beyond 
praise; the second states that Her greatness is 
incomprehensible even to Her omniscient Consort, 
even as He cannot comprehend His own greatness; 
the third speaks of the saving power of Her grace; and 
the last describes how Her resplendent forms are 
inseparable from, and co-existent with, those of the 
Lord. 

AGAMAPRAMANYAM 

Agama pramanya is devoted to vindicating the 
authority of the Pancaratra tantras. The extensive 
Pancaratra works called agamas or tantras or samhitas 
and also Bhagavat Sastra, for the reason that Sriman 
Narayana is believed tohave promulgated them Him- 
self, have always been considered canonical; but 
detractors have not been wanting, who challenged their 
authority. Hence Yamuna felt the need for this 


xiii 


defence of the Pancaratra. The main adversaries 
against whom he had to contend arc the Mimamsakas 
ofthe Bhitta and the Prabhikara school, the Advaitins 
and the Naiyayikas. From their respective standpoints 
they directed their attacks on the Pancaratra tantras, 
With the aid of reason and scripture, Yamuna meets 
this many-pronged attack and establishes that the 
tantras are authoritative. In Agamapramanya, more 
than in Siddhitraya, we see Yamuna at his best. A 
master dialectician, he exposes the fallacies in the argu- 
ments of his rivals and demonstrates the correctness of 
his own views, with a wealth of incontrovertible 
evidence. In the course of the discussion, Yamuna 
indicates his views on a wide range of problems 
including those of linguistics, psychology, epistemology 
and exegesis. 

Yamuna discusses at length the proper interpreta- 
tion that is to be put on the Utpatyadhikarana of the 
Brahmasutra, as this section has been taken by Sankara 
to be a refutation of the Pancaratra. With surprising 
unanimity all commentators have taken Brahmasutra 
II-ii, 39— 22 as dealing with the Pancaratra although 
there is no word or expression directly or remotely 
specifying this theme. They differ however, in their 
interpretation of these aphorisms. Sankara interprets 
the four sutras as adducing four reasons for rejecting 
the Pancaratra; but Yamuna takes the first two as 
stating the prima facie case against it, and the Jast two 
as establishing conclusively the validity of the 
Pancaratra after exposing the hollowness of the prima 
facie view. The location of this adhikarana in a pada 
devoted to the refutation of rival systems, namely, those 
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of Kapila, Kanada, Sangaba, (Arhata) and Pasupata, 
which are either outside the pale of, or opposed to veda 
seems to lend support to Sankara's view that the 
Sutrakara meant to reject the Pancaratra along with the 
others. Against this view, it is mentioned that with the 
rejection of the Pasupata agama the impression may be 
created that the Pancaratra also is devoid of authority ; 
to allay this apprehension the Sutrakara specifically 
raises the question of the Pancaratra to clinch the 
argument, 


Sankara's interpretation of the sutras :— 

(i) utpattyasambhavat: ** On account of the im- 
possibility of origination (the system that subscribes to 
the view that soul originates, ie. the Pancaratra is 
unacceptable). “There occurs in the Pancaratra the 
statement, “From Vasudeva there originates the Jiva 
known as Sankargana;...'" This is an instance where 
ithe Pancaratra is opposed to the vedic teaching that 
the soul is neither born, nor does it die. Hence it is 
to be rejected. 

(i) na ca kartuh karanam: ‘Besides, the instru- 
ment cannot originate from the agent (hence the 
Pancaratra which accepts such a doctrine is to be 
discarded)". ^ There is the Pancaratra statement . .. 
from the individual soul called Sankarsana manas, 
known as, Pradyumna originates; from Pradyumna 
originates Ahamkara known as Aniruddha.” The Jiva 
who is an agent engages in his activity only with the 
aid of manas; when that is so, how can the Jiva be said 
to give rise to manas? Moreover, the vedas declare 

that manas and the like proceed from Brahman alone. 
Hence the Pancaratra is to be rejected. 
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(üi) oijranadibhave ra tadaprasedhak + 

t“ Should it be said that they are only Brahman, 
the objection, namely, impossibility of origination is not 
got over." That is, even if it be said that Sankarsana, 
Pradyumna and Aniruddha are not Tiva, manas and 
Ahankara respectively, but really Brahman, since they 
are all alike Brahman there cannot be the causal rela. 
tion among them ; no one of them could give rise to 
the next in the series. It is everywhere observed that 
the cause and its effect differ from each other in some 
of their characteristics. 


(iv) vipratisedhat : “And because of contradiction 
(the Pancaratra lacks authority). As the Pancaratra 
is self-discrepant and as it contradicts the vedic teach- 
ings, it is liable to be rejected. For example, the 
Pancaratra maintains that jnana is at once guna and 
guni. Bhagavan is of the essence of jnana for His 
attribute. Further, the Pancaratra denounces the 
veda. It is well-known, Sandilya declares, that failing 
to find the highest felicity in the veda, he learnt the 
Pancaratra and attained thereby what he could not 
get from the veda. Hence the Pancaratra contradicts 
itsclf and speaks disparagingly of the veda, it is to be 
rejected. 

Yamuna’s interpretation: 

Yamuna, and, following his lead, Ramanuja, 
argue that this adhikarana establishes precisely the 
opposite conclusion, namely, the validity of the 
Pancaratra. While there is substantial agreement 
between Sankara and Yamuna in their inter- 
pretation of the first two sutras, Yamuna takes the 
third and the fourth sutras as meeting the objections 
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that may be urged against the Pancaratra. The 
expression 22 occurring in the third sutra is indicative 
of a cbange in the direction of the argument, as in 
many an instance where this expression occurs. 

(ii) Vijrdnabhave va tadapratisedhak :— 

“Or if they are of the nature of jnàna and cause, 
ie. Brahman, the authority of the Pancaratra is 
unassailed, i.e., there can be no valid objection to the 
Pancaratra.’ Either the Vyühas (Vasudeva, San- 
kargana, Pradyumna and Aniruddha) are independent 
sovereigns o: they are the four-fold forms, chosen 
out of His own free- will by the Supreme Lord out of 
compassion for purposes of protecting the world. 
The first alternative is ruled out, as the Pancaratra 
does not admit of a plurality of God, but is an 
uncompromising monotheism. On the other alter- 
native of a single Deity in fourfold forms, the question 
of origination does not arise. Sankarsana, Pradyumna 
and Aniruddha are really the highest Brahman; they 
are not jivas, manas and ahamkara respectively. If 
they are so called, it is because they control these 
factors from within. Thus, in truth the Pancaratra 
does not, as it is alleged, countenance the view that 
the soul has an origin. Whoever says it does advocate 
the non-vedic doctrine of the origination of the soul is 
really ignorant of the Pancaratra teaching. 

(iv) Vipratisdhat : 

“Moreover, on account of contradiction (the 
authority of the Pancaratra cannot be assailedj.” The 
Pancaratra agamasactually deny origination to the soul 
and assert its eternity, Thus the objections raised 
against them arc not tenable. The allegation that 


xvii 


there is denunciation of the veda, is baseless, because 
the statement is not to be construed as meaning that 
the veda is no guide to transcendental felicity, but 
only as signifying the inability of Sandilya to ascertain 
the profound truths of veda and the Pancaratra helping 
him to comprehend easily the vedic teachings. Far 
from belittling the veda, it proclaims the greatness of 
Bhagavat Sastra and suggests that while the veda and 
the agamas contain an identical teaching, the latter arc 
easier of comprehension, 


Yamuna presents quite a number of alternative 
interpretations of the third and fourth sutras, all alike 
strengthening the conviction that the authority of the 
Pancaratra cannot be gainsaid. 

It passes one’s understanding how Badarayana 
(Vyasa) foremost among those proficient in the veda 
who loudly proclaimed the glories of the Bhagavat 
Sastra in his Afahabharata could be taken as having 
denied it any authority in his Brahmasutra the most 
authentic exposition of vedantic teachings. 

Thus with unparalleled dialectical skill and with 
a wealth of convincing arguments Yamuna turns the 
table against bis opponents and establishes conclusively 
the orthodoxy of the Pancaratra. 


R RAMANUJACHARI 


ut 


PREFACE 


The present study was undertaken to increase the 
materials for a historical study of Vedanta thought. 
Yamuna’s treatise on the scriptural validity of 
Paficaratra introduces a very significant chapter in 
Vedāntamīmāmsā, both because of its author, who was 
the predecessor of the famous Ramanuja, and in certain 
essentials anticipated the latter's fully worked-out 
system of Vifistadvaita, and because of the intrinsic 
interest of the work itself, which in effect makes a plea 
for other and new authority beside the traditionally 
acknowledged authoritative scriptures. 

The translation of this relatively brief Prakarana 
proved to be difficult, for its language as well as its 
subject matter. No commentaries seemed to exist, 
nor has the text been translated before. I have used 
as my basis the edition of Rama Misra Sastri, 
reprinted from the Pandit at Benares, 1937, I was 
unable to consult original manuscripts of the work, 
so that my dependence of the printed text was 
complete, The edition is good, with not too 
many misprints, though it is somewhat unreliable 
in its punctuation, There are a number of obvious 
corruptions, whose restoration was easy and a few not 
so obvious ones, the emendation of which must 
remain doubtful, The acompanying Sanskrit Text 
is based upon the Pandit edition as well asa text in 
Telugu character, and includes my emendationswhich 
have been noted in the annotations when it was a less 
than obvious case of correction. 


xix 


The work is written in a mixture of $lokas and 
prose, but the kārikā portions form such a complete 
unity with the prose passages that, with accompanying 
Sanskrit Text, it seemed pointless to distinguish them 
in the translation. More useful may prove my 
division into paragraphs for more convenient refere 
ence, which has becn carried through in both text 
and translation, 


I have tried to keep the English readable, as far 
as the concise and highly technical style of the author 
allowed. Although the reading of the work will 
remain difficult, I hope that thus this interesting 
treatise will be more accessible to scholars and laymen 
who lack the knowledge or the leisure to read the 
Sanskrit. To many of them it will prove to be 
rewarding. 'The historian of Indian thought, and 
especially of Vedanta at the start of its medieval 
development will find here a lucid exposition of the 
scope of the scriptural authority accepted by the 
tremendously influential sects of southern Vaisnavism. 
The cultural anthropologist alert to the historical role 
of the sects as vehicles of social and cultural change 
will be interested in the manner in which a leading 
exponent of Vaisnavism defines his sectarian position 
within the orthodox tradition of the Vedas and Snirtis. 
The historian of religions will be arrested by the 
exceedingly well-reasoned apologia for a valid scriptural 
basis of “ Tantric” religious experience and practice. 


But for the enlightened sponsorship and most 
obliging patience of Mr. V. S. Raghavan of Park 
Town, Madras, the publication of this study would 
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have been long delayed, ifit could have taken place 
at all. Mr. Raghavan has looked upon his venture as 
an act of Kaimkarya, of selfless service to his Guru, 
and it is in a kindred spirit that I have continued the 
study, which was originally begun in India, during my 
stay at the University of Chicago. Illuminated 
support of studies in the history of the Indian Culture 
is urgently needed if a great tradition .of scholarship, 
both in India and the West, isto continue and to meet 
the challenges of a new world. Mr. Raghavan’s 
example of generosity in promoting serious studies in 
the classical works of Vaisnavism is a hopeful sign that 
such support will continue to be forthcoming. 


Chicago J. A. B. van BUITENEN 


INTRODUCTION 


1. NATHAMUNI AND YAMUNA: The almost total 
disappearance of prior works which gave a systematic 
exposition of the theology of Vaisnavism within the 
framework of Vedanta makes Yamuna the first 
Vaisnava Vedantin, about whose views we arc informed 
to a significant degree. Though we may not be as 
well informed as we could wish—his most important 
work, the Almasiddhi, is now incomplete—, his works 
allow us to form a good impression of this author, 
Whose significance has long been overshadowed by that 
of his pupil Mahápürna's great pupil Ramanuja. The 
extent to which Yamuna's works have been neglected 
is measured by the fact that his most important collec- 
tion, the Siddhitraya, has been permitted to be truncated 
and that at least two of his treatises, the Purusanirnaya 
and the Kaáfmiragamaprámanya, now appear to be lost. 
Modern research has largely bypassed him, and only 
quite recently English translations have become avail- 
able of his Siddhitraya: and Stotraratna 2 


Tradition has it that Yamuna was the grandson of 
Nathamuni with whom the line of Alagiyas or Acaryas 
begins, At the conclusion of his Agamaprimanya 
Yamuna devotes a stanza to his predecessor, and 
follows it with a stanza, closing the treatise, which 
extols the greatness of those scriptures “whose spirit 
has been increased by the glorious Nathamunindra,”’s 
The addition of these laudatory strophes would indecd 
secm most appropriate at the end of a treatise which 
expounds the scriptural validity of Pafcarütra Agama; 

A 
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for in writing this exposition Yamuna was acting very 
closely in Nathamuni's spirit. Just as Yamuna was to 
claim authority for a class of texts which had not 
before been given official recognition as part of the 
Vedanta literature, so Nàthamuni before him claimed 
authority for the collection of Tamil hymns known as 
the Prabandha. Within a few generations the canon of 
Vaisnava Vedanta was thus increased enormously 
and it may be useful to enlarge on the implications. 
As so often, it would seem that the Vaisnava 
hagiographers, for all the pious and at times miracul- 
ous detail they were moved to add, translated into 
legend a core of historical fact, which remains 
recognizable. Jt is told that Nathamuni,_ after a 
pilgrimage to the hallowed places of the North— 
Mathura, Vrndàvana, Haridvara, Dvaraki and Puri—, 
became aware of the ritual use that had been given to 
the Tamil hymns of the Alvars. The Prapannamrta, 
written one generation after Ramianuja, or five genera- 
tions after Nathamuni, notes that at Kumbhakopam 
the study of these hymns was considered damaging to 
Vedic orthodoxy, and that the offending texts had 
even been thrown in the Tamraparni river. There are 
several, and not always consistent, accounts of the 
manner in which the scriptures were saved. It is said 
that Madhura-kaviy alvar, a pupil of Namm.alvar’s, 
was instrumental in transmitting his master's work the 
Tiruvaimoli to Nathamuni, or the latter received it 
directly from Namm-ilvar’s hands. Perhaps the most 
interesting fact is that when Nathamuni wanted a 


second hearing of the text for purposes of study, he 
was referred to a local artisan who (“by Namm-álvár's 
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inspiration") revealed the work to him. If wc may 
regard the details of the miraculous recovery as edify- 
ing embroidery, the fact stands out that Nathamuni 
had to go to the common people in order to collect the 
hymns of the Alvars that had been rejected by the 
orthodox authorities. Although the Tamil scriptures 
had not received official sanction for use in high temple 
worship, they were current among the people, and 
certainly also in use at their devotional worship, What 
Nathamuni in effect did was to incorporate these 
scriptures, henceforth known as the Dravida Veda, in 
the temple worship at Srirangam. 


P. N. SRINIVASACHARI remarks that “this innova- 
‘tion effected a silent revolution in temple worship, as 
it raised the status of the Prabandha to the level of the 
Veda, and liberalized the meaning of Revelation. It 
is important torecall that it was the bhakti movement 
which produced the Alvars and made their perfervid 
exultation in the God live among the people. By 
incorporating the Tamil Prabandha among the sacred 
scriptures that served in temple worship orthodox 
tradition was enabled to ally itself to the popular 
movements which had a tendency to break away from 
Brahmanism, and to be itsclf rcvivificd by them. For 
a long time to come Vaisnavism in the South looked 
for its spiritual leadership to Srírangam. 


Nithamuni lived to the ripe old age of 96 and 
died in 920. He was succeeded at Srirangam by 
Pundarikaksa Uyyakkondar and then by Raimamisra 
Manakkal-nambi. Ràmamiéra was Yàmuna's teacher. 
Legend has embroidered his early life with many 
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details, not all of them consistent. Asso frequently 
in the hagiographies of great saints, Yamuna showed 
early signs of great knowledge and at the age of twelve 
defeated in debate the learned Akkiflvan of the Cola 
court. He was rewarded with ‘half the kingdom’ and 
led a life of great luxury, until a new encounter with 
his old teacher Ramamisra, who handed over to him 
his grandfather's legacy of the shrine of Srirangam, 
opened his eyes to his spiritual obligations. 

Like his distinguished successor Rāmānuja, 
Yimuna too is supposed to have lived to the age of 
one hundred and twenty years, From this pontificate 
at Srirangam must date a comparatively small oeuvre 
of theological and philosophical treatises. They com- 
prise several small devotional poems, the Stotraratna 
and the Catuhsiokt (both commented upon by Venkata- 
nàtha in his Rakasyaraksd in which he seeks to define 
the theology of Laksmi on the basis of the Cafuhslokz), 
a very brief summary in stanzas of the Bhagavadgità 
Gitürthasamgraha (which became the programme for 
Ràamanuja's Gitábhasya* and was further enlarged upon 
in Venkatanatha’s GilarlhasomgraharzAsa), and a series 
of expositions in mixed kārikā and prose style, the 
Atmasiddhi, Isvarasiddhi and Satnvitsiddhi, usually 
bundled together under the title Siddhitraya; a lost 
work Purusanirnaya “ Argumentation for a Personal 
God”; and finally two disquisitions on the authority 
of Agama, the Agamapramanya and the Kasmiragama- 
pramdauya, 

Precisely what we have to understand by Kasmir- 
agama is not cleat, but Yimuna’s use of Agama in 
the other work is abundantly evident. In this treatise, 
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Yamuna sets out to prove by scripture and logic that 
the texts of Paücaritra Agama have an authority 
equal to that of the Vedas, because they are God's 
direct revelation. He argues this validity not so much 
10 a particular school of philosophical or theological 
thought as against established orthodox opinions which 
reserves exclusive authority for the Vedas and the 
accepted Traditions that derive from them. Striking 
even more than in the Atmasiddhi is Yamuna’s polemi- 
cal tone and argumentative manner. Throughout his 
works the impression which he creates is that of a high 
temple priest who is not content routinely to continue 
the temple services as they had grown in Srirangam, 
but is apostolic in his fervour to persuade orthodoxy 
not only of the existence, but also of the truth, of a 
complete Vaisnava philosophy and theology. He may 
rightly be called the first apologist of a Vaisnava 
theology. 

Like his predecessor Nathamuni, who had made 
room for the Tamil Veda in the temple worship, 
Yamuna too effected a silent revolution. Not in temple 
worship, to be sure, since the contents of typical 
Paficaratra texts abundantly demonstrate that they 
had grown out of temple service and recorded practices 
that had been observed since long. The revolution 
which he effected was in Vedanta tradition, and it has 
proved to be a crucial one. After Sankara who con- 
tinued an orthodox tradition of monism, and Bhaskara 
who continued a not less orthodox tradition of dualism- 
monism, traditions both which based themselves 
principally on the Upanisads, Yamuna gave Vedanta 
a completely new scope. Not only did he argue a 
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theistic Vedánta—as others had done before—, he 
argued it with texts that so far had had no place in 
the tradition of utlaramimamsa. The significance does 
not lic principally in the fact that he accepted as cano- 
nical a certain class of sectarian Vaisnava texts, but 
that he argued it within the aupanigada tradition. 
Several schools had arisen which, while paying lip 
service to the Vedic scriptures, in practice ignored 
them in favour of morc accessible and more popular 
texts. The interest and the importance of the Agama- 
framanya lie in the author's intention of bringing 
within the Vediinta tradition, and thus in a way 
subjecting to this tradition, a body of religious litera- 
ture that often had been denied to be part of it. 


The motivation of this attempt was in part surely 
to restore to Vedanta thought the religious inspiration 
that, onc cannot help but feel, was threatened by the 
philosophical acrobatics of the monistic schools. "This 
religious inspiration was for Yamuna that of the reli- 
gion of worship and devotion that had swept Southern 
India. As a temple priest, he saw this religion guided 
and contained in the temple worship which itself was 
guided by Paiicaratra tradition. From this point of 
view the Agamapramanya was a plea for the emancipa- 
tion of popular religion. 


2. EARLY PANCARATRA: The origin of Paficaratra 
is obscure, because it has not oneorigin. Investigation 
into the meaning of the word Paricarátra in so far as it 
might shed light on the origin of the tradition associated 
with that name has been hampered by the too great 
emphasis laid by recent authors on the ‘philosophical’ 
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content of the tradition. Jt is noteworthy that 
Yamuna himself does not accent this philosophical 
content at all in the Agamapramanya, and that he 
understands Paücarátra principally as a tradition of 
ritual worship. What Paücarátra signifies for him is 
diks@ and the other sacraments; drddhana and the 
various aspects of the ritual worship of the God; fija, 
devotion to the area, function and use of nirmálya and 
naivedya; and rites like the pamncakali£a. A similar 
significance does it have for Venkatanatha in his 
Sripáfcarütraralsü. As has been pointed out by 
other scholars, the cosmological and philosophical 
content of the Panicaritra Samhitás are far less con- 
siderable than their ritual contents. 


In these ritual contents we have the cumulative 
growth of many centuries, and at the present stage of 
our knowledge concerning the history of non-yajia 
ritual it is vain to identify the origins and carly 
development of the numerous rites and ritual specula- 
tions. Inevitably the name paiicardtra has invited 
speculation’ that the tradition is historically linked with 
Vedic ceremonials, like the Pajicaratram Sattram ;° it 
is, however, impossible to find convincing arguments 
for such a construction. 


The question thus rises whether it is permissible 
to separate the cosmological super-structure from the 
ritual content, and to scck to connect the name 
paficarátra with the former. This is tempting because 
in the Mahabharata we find several references to a 
Paficaratra system just in connection with certain 
speculative tencts. I believe that although without a 
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doubt the system referred to in the epic as Paiicaritra 
is basically the same as the cosmological system des- 
cribed, or taken for granted in the later Pajicaratra 
Samhitüs, the original meaning of the name paiicardtra 
cannot be elicited from the cpic. 
All but onc of the occurrences of the term are to 
be found in the Narayaniya book, chapters 334-351 of 
the Santiparvan. Onc of the most distinctive features 
of the doctrine there set forth is the fourfold nature of 
the Supreme Being, which immediately recalls the 
Vyüha doctrine of Paficaratra. There are two series of 
names to describe the four aspects, one of very minor 
importance, and onc of major, and remaining import- 
ance MBh, 12.334 relates that the eternal Narayana 
was born the son of Dharma in the Krta age during the 
Svayambhuva manvantara, as Nara, Narayana, Hari 
and Krsna Svayambhuva.? The devotion to Narayana, 
the general concern of the Nàrayaniya, which is also 
called Satvatamata! and proclaimed by the Sun," is 
associated particularly with the people of Svetadvipa 
north of the Milk Sea. Although thus there is a very 
definite identification of both doctrine and devotion 
with the name of Nàrayana, the most common descrip- 
tion of the quaternity of God is in Krsnaite terms, as 
Vasudeva, Samkarsana (Baladeva), Pradyumna and 
Aniruddha. But in these terms is also captured a 
particular doctrine of the relationship between God, I 
soul and body, in terms which strongly recall the 
essentially theistic Samkhya of the epic. The Purusa, 
the Supreme Being, who is the soul of all beings, is 
Vasudeva. This Purusa enters the body which is 
constituted of the five elements. The context conveys 
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that from this contact between purusa and body the 
jiva appears, which is the embodied soul, or the purusa 
as embodied. The Jiva is called Sega,’ but more 
generally Sarnkarsana,'> by the name of Krsna Vāsu- 
deva’s half-brother. Sarnkarsana produces the manas, 6 
which is described also as an incarnation of Sanat- 
kumára," but specially as Pradyumna,'® Krsna’s son 
by Rukmini. From the manas Pradyumna originates 
he who is the “agent, cause and instrument, from 
whom the universe of moving and unmoving entities 
derives, the God manifest in all actions,” the Ahamkdra 
named Aniruddha after Pradyumna’s son. 


This doctrine must have enjoyed considerable 
currency and in many places of the epic, outside the 
Moksadharma, there are references toit. It is also a 
most interesting doctrine, since it combines a particular 
cosmological-psychological view with a devotional 
religion concentrated on the person of Krsna The 
philosophical basis is easily recognizable; the doctrine 
is that of the eight prakrtis and God/purusa. It differs 
from the most common descriptions of the eight 
prakrtis in that the three superior ones, jiva, manas and 
akamkara not only deviate from the usual series buddhi, 
ahamkara and manas, in name as well as function, but 
that the three are put in a very close relation to the 
purusa-Vasudeva, a relation so close that they can be 
described as forms of the God. Nevertheless, the three 
are different from God, as the kinship pattern in which 
they arc arranged clearly illustrates. Ina way this 
part of the doctrine resembles the doctrine of the 
siiksmagarira or lingafarira/" The place of manas is 


puzzling since regularly the manas appers after and 
B 
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below the akamkāra. But this may be not morc than 
a particular use of the term; not infrequently in older 
texts we observe that manas can be a name for that 
entity that is elsewhere known as buddhi.” 

The kinship pattern in which the cosmology is 
put is quite important, because it very lucidly illus- 
trates how the relationship between God and the 
world is represented and by itself refutes the later 
objection against Paficaritra that it allows the jīva to 
“originate” from God. The fact that God is called 
Vasudeva, and that the jive is designated by the name 
of Samkarsana proves that some sort of independent 
cocxistence was admitted of God and individual soul, 
for Vásudera was the half-brother of Krsna, not the 
son. The rclationships this pattern illustrates arc: 

Puruga — jiva 

Manas (Buddhi) 

Ahamkāra 
At this point it becomes clear that the doctrine is 
basically not an eight prakrti doctrine, but a seven 
prakrti doctrine, which is the older form of the 
former. The jiva is the individual soul which heads 
a series of seven evolvents. That at one stage the 
relation between jiva and manas was not viewed as a 
simple cause-effect relation may be shown by the 
fact that the jiva is called Samkarsana, who was not 
the father of Pradyumna. 

In the absence of evidence in the epic that 
Samkarsana, Pradyumna and Aniruddha were, in 
their own right, the objects of cult worship, the con- 
clusion is justified that their role was primarily that 
of providing the cosmological doctrine with an imme- 
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diately, and popularly, comprehensible pattern, The 
purusa of the doctrine was identified with Krsna who 
himself was equal to Narayana; the others illustrated 
the relations betwecn thc various orders of the cosmo- 
logical doctrine. Hence they have no independent 
existence from Krsna Vasudeva, as for example difler- 
ent avatáras of one God may have a separate existence 
of their own. In the form of the doctrine known from 
the Samhitàs, this is formulated in the doctrine of the 
Vyühas, which is that of the one God in a quaternity 
of forms, which should not be equated with the cos- 
mological orders, for they are cach God. This point 
will occupy us when we consider the interpretations of 
the utpallyasambhavadhikarana in the Brahmasütras, 


It is not clear from the Narayaniya what relation 
the series of Vasudeva, Samkargana, Pradyumna and 
Aniruddha entertains with the series Nara, Narayana, 
Hari and Krsna. After the latter four have been describ- 
ed as manifestations of the Supreme,” it is the former 
manifestations which arc described in detail when an 
account is given of Nàrada's visit to Svetadvipa.? And 
on Narada’s return to the Badari hermitage, only 
Nara and Narayana are brought further to the scene. 
Perhaps we can think of regional variations in the 
developing Vaisnavism which will be absorbed almost 
without trace in the Paficaratra system, This much is 
clear that Nara-Nirayana (themselves frequently 
equated with Arjuna-Krsna) were closely linked to the 
doctrine of the four Krsnaite manifestations which 
thereupon seems to have superseded a Nara-Narayana 
tradition. 
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The tradition in which the cosmology of purvsa 
diva, manas and akamkara was formulated in the terms 
ef Krsna Vasudeva and his family and certainly in- 
volved a Krsna devotion, is described as Satvata and 
Paficaratra. But the literal meaning of the term 
“Five Nights" does not permit of interpretation in 
this context. It is noteworthy that the Narayaniya 
itself seems to make an attempt to reinterpret the 
term Pajicardtra. In the Narayana litany 12.338.4 
Narayana is called paficayajna, faficala@lakartrpate, paiica- 
rütrika. This series of three epithets cach compounded 
with pavica can best be interpreted as a unit and trans- 
lated as follows: ‘(Homage to) Thee of the Five 
Offerings, Lord of those who perform the Paiicakala 
ritual, Thee of the Pajicaritra.”” Unless I am mis- 
taken, this points at an interpretation of Paficaratra 

as “The tradition which observes the Paricakala ritual." 
An explicit reference to this pañcakāla ritual is to be 
found in a previous chapter of the Narayaniya 12 336.51: 

tair iştah paticak@lajiiatr karir ekantibhir rarai | 

bhaktyd paramayd yuktair manoväkkarmabkis tad || 
If my suggestion that paicarátra is here connected with 
paricakala is correct, we still have to regard it asa 
reinterpretation of the word, for paicardtra “ a span of 
five nights (and (ive days)" cannot really signify 
“five times” as a name of a ritual that took place five 
times a day, 

The only other explicit reference to Paficaritra in 
the Mahabharata is not very helpful. Here (12.218. 
11-12) in a very early layer of the Moksadharma (but 
probably interpolated) the thinker Paücaéikha is thus 
described: 
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paiicasrotasi nisnatah paiicaratravisáradah | 

paiicajiiah pañcakrt paricagunah paficafikhah smrtah ll 
‘The $toka is obviously inspired by the name of this 
thinker. He was an early Sámkhya philosopher in 
whose doctrine there is no association with Vaisnava- 
Krsnaite Paficaratra. 

A critical survey, then, of the cpical evidence for 
the term Paficarütra docs not produce a solution for 
the problem of the original meaning of the word. 
Therefore, there is perhaps some merit in approaching 
the question from an entirely different direction. 
Could the case be made that in Paficarátra we have 
a specialized use of a term that originally had a wider 
and more genera! use ? 

The juxtaposition of Paficaratra with traditions 
like Simkhya, Yoga and Pa$upata,? the references to 
the esoteric nature of the doctrine, and the intimations 
of the ascetic life of its followers suggest that the 
Paficaritra way of life was typically that of seekers of 
wisdom and enlightenment whose beliefs and practices 
were not necessarily part of Vedic ritualist sacerdotal- 
ism, but who were wandering sages, and recluses, 
and pilgrims. Like so many of those mumuksus who 
from the sixth century B.C. (and doubtless before) 
went about teaching or settled down in semi-retirement 
from active life in a life of contemplation, the Paiica~ 
ratrikas too, whose doctrine later on remains linked 
with the innovators rather than with conservative 
ritualists, may have been part of the same movement 

that in the first millenium B.C. largely reformed the 
ancient dryan tradition. These sages were not neces- 
sarily organized in definite groupings, although the 
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very fact of the early appearance of orders in Buddhism 
and Jainism must indicate that many of them observed 
similar or comparable regulations and vows which 
could become the basis of monastic life-rules. Among 
the commonest of these vows were self-chosen home- 
lessness and its corollary, religious mendicancy. On 
the practice of these vows, however, nature imposed 
certain limitations. Surely the rainy months always 
forced the homeless wanderer to seek a temporary 
retreat in a village, and the normalization of this in 
early Buddhism, which led to the Vihāra system, must 
reflect a generally observed practice. 


These observations may provide an approach to 
the explanation of the name paficardtra. Non- 
doctrinaire literature knows of Paficaratrikas without 
any apparent creedal affiliation. Thus for example, 
the oldest extant Sanskrit version of the Brhatkathā, 
contained in Budhasvamin’s Brhatkathaslokasamgraha, 
describes a certain grhastha as a Paficaratrika who 
leda n ‘ascetic’ life, This grhastha, which in this text 
generally means vaifja, in the present case, specially 
a prosperous farmer, gives up his old life in quest of 
salvation, His complete lack of allegiance to any 
school is brought out with humorous emphasis. The 
farmer reviews the practice of pilgrimage to Avimukta 
and Benares, the philosophy of Vedanta and the 
doctrine of the Buddha, and finally decides himself in 
favour of the Jast “for the doctrine of the Buddha has 
a reputation for efficiency.’’?” 


It is clear from the context that the Pañcarātrika 
is not distinguished by any particular faith or creed, 
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but by a more or less ascetic life-rule. And elsewhere 
the same text tells us precisely what kind of lifc-rule is 
expressed in the term paficardtra. The setting is a 
conversation between a disguised PaSupata and a young 
brahmin friend. He remarks to his friend that his 
affection has caused him to stay several months at 
Rajagrha and that he is now obliged to depart. For 
even householders have to obey certain observances for 


their own good, let alone the seckers after the highest 
good; whereupon he observes :?* 


eharatram vased gráme paricaratram munih pure | 
iti pravrajitacaram etam veda bkavün iti || 


“The hermit should live one night in a village for 
every five nights that he stays in town; you know that 
this is the life-rule for those who have left their homes 
as pravrajakas.”” 

This rule clearly does not apply to PaSupatas 
alone. It is far more likely that it is inspired by the 
hoary practice of homeless wanderers to retreat during 
the two rainy months and to go abroad during the 
remaining ten. Towns rather than villages were the 
scene of their preaching and mendicancy, but the 
villages were their retreats Quite consistently with 
the grhastha paiicaratrika who became a ‘Buddhist’ 
pilgrim, this Pagupata too thereupon departs on an 
extensive pilgrimage. The context shows also that one 

need not leave town every five nights, yet the five- 
nights were made characteristic of a whole way of life. 


A paicardtrika in this very large sense is therefore 
an itinerant religious recluse, who follows the Five- 
Nights rule regardless of doctrinal allegiance. With 
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the growing systematization of doctrine which identi- 
fied certain wandering saints ever more precisely with 
definite schools and traditions, Paficaratrika became 
specialized in its meaning and was mostly, though not 
invariably, associated with the Vaisnava tradition since 
known by that name. Paficaratra, from which pajica- 
ratrika or paiicarütrika was formed, was reanalysed from 
the name: a pajicardtrika was a paiicardtranusdrin, and 
Pajicaritra became the reinterpreted name of the 
tradition he followed. 

This explanation of the name seems on the whole 
somewhat more plausible than that which postulates a 
relation with the paicaratram sattram mentioned in the 
Satapatha Brihmana. Paficardtra as a system allied 
itself from the beginning more with popular devotional 
religion—bhakti is repeatedly mentioned in the same 
contexts of the epic—, than with the brühmanaic 
ritualism that was obviously losing its hold. 


3. PANCARATRAIN THE BRAHMASUTRAs : Accord- 
ing to the commentatorial tradition the concluding 
sütras of the Tarkapaida 2.2 of the Brahmasütras deal 
with the doctrine of Paficaritra. The sütras con- 
cerned are extraordinarily cryptic, and without a 
firm tradition to that effect one could hardly make out 
that its orthodoxy is at stake in siitras 42-45, The 
four sütras read : ulpattyasambhavat ; na ca kartuh karanam ; 
vijiianadibhave và tadapratisedhah ; vipratisedhac ca. 


According to Sankara, who interprets the lines as 
a condemnation of the system, the point at issue is the 
relationship in the Paficaratra doctrine between furusa 
-Supreme Brahman, the jiva (Samharsaya)~soul, and the 
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manas (Pradyumna). This view is accepted alike by 
Bhaskara, Yamuna (who also adds alternative interpre- 
tations) and Ramánuja. In Sankara’s and Bhiskara’s 
view the four sütras enumerate arguments against 
Paficaratra, according to the others the first two contain 
the pirvapaksa, the latter two the siddhanta. 

However unsatisfactory in most cases 2 prima-facie- 
translation of single Brahmastitras must be, it may be 
useful to make some attempt to discover how the 
Author (or as some maintain the interpolators of the 
Tarkapada) viewed the Pafcaratra. If indeed the 
Paricaratra is at issue in 2.2.42-45 (and this we must 
take on faith), some primary observations can be made. 
In all previous cases the traditions discussed are 
condemned. Secondly, the Brahmasitras are not con- 
cerned with saving any particular tradition, e.g., Pafica- 
ritra from outside attack; their concern is to defend 
the aupanisada tradition against rival traditions whose 
views are in conflict with it and which can be shown 
to be unscriptural. 

Therefore, if we find, after the refutation of 
several heretic traditions, an adhikaraga devoted to 
Paficaratra, our first assumption is that the Author has 
something to refute in it. But against this, it may bc 
argued that the Author was himself in favour of 
Paficaritra and wished to conclude his argumentations 
of the Tarkapdda on a positive note, asserting by way 
of siddhánta the orthodoxy of this tradition. On the 
basis of the sütras themselves neither of the two 
assumptions can be proved. 

One more argument can be made. The fact that 
Bháskara's commentary on the sütras follow that of 
3 
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Sankara very closely while the aupadhtkay@da philos- 
opher lets no opportunity pass to attack his advaitin 
adversary when a controversial point is at issue has led 
INGALLS to conclude that both Bhaskara and Sankara 
virtually copy a pre-existing bhàgya by a Proto- 
commentator since Bhiskara cannot be expected to 
copy his arch-antagonist.? Following this line of 
argument the hypothetical proto-commentator must 
have rejected the authority ot Paíicarátra and explained 
the sütras concerned as containing a condemnation of 
the system, because both Sankara and Bhaskara explain 
them thus. Even if Incavus’ hypothesis is right, this 
does not bring us much nearer to an understanding of 
the true sense of the sütras. Moreover, the hypothesis 
is unconvincing; although there are indications that 
there existed a traditional explanation of the sütras 
(the principal argument for which is the firmness of 
the tradition concerning (the upanisad passages 
explained in the sütras), there may have been several 
and they may have been minimal. Considering the 
extreme paucity of surviving comments from before 
Sankara, on which I have enlarged elsewhere, I find it 
easier to believe in orally transmitted school traditions, 
which might differ from place to place, than in a fixed 
text available to both Sankara and Bhiskara 
On the whole one is inclined a priori to expect 
that the Brahmasütras include a discussion of the 
Paficaritra in order to refute that part of the doctrine 
that the Author considers unscriptural. Whether the 
Author, or as the case may be, the interpolator was 
correct in his condemnation is another matter. 
The first of the four controversial sütras reads 
ulpattyasambkavat. This must be the hetu to an implied 
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proposition, on which all commentators—Sankara, 
Bhiskara, Yimuna and Riminuja—agree: ‘(This 
tradition is unscriptural (like the preceding ones)], 
because of the impossibility of origination.” The only 
entity of which it can be said in this context that it 
cannot originate is the soul. 


The second sūtra is clear enough: na ca kartuh 
karanam. Considering the previous sütra where the 
origination of the soul was in question, it is clear that 
here too we must supply a word like ufpadyate: “And 
the instrument does not originate from the agent.” 


The difficulty lies mainly in the third sütra: 
vijfidnddibhave và tadapratisedkah The genitive to be 
supplied is to be supplied from the previous sutras; it 
is either “(soul) or karaga, or both. The commenta- 
tors take the last possibility, treating soul and karena 
in Paicarátric terms as vyithas which in turn imply the 
other two. The translation then would be: “Or in 
case [the four vyühas are taken] in the sense of 
vijfianádi, there is non-rejection of that.” For bhdve 
“in the sense of..." one may also render “if they 
are... All commentators allow that vā introduces a 
new argument; for Sankara and Bhiskara this is 
a different characterization of the vyiihas, not as entities 
in cause-effect relationships but as personifications of 
the divine properties of God, for Yamuna and 
Ramanuja the new argument is a refutation of the 
previous objection. The latter two do not take 
vijidnddi to refer to the divine properties. Yamuna 
suggests no less than three different explanations: as 
dvandva: "knowledge as well as beginning,” i.e., a 
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description of the supreme brahman; as a tat-purusa : 
“the beginning of knowledge," in which case the gen- 
itive to be supplied to vijfianddibhave is aya paricarátrá- 
gamasya: “since Paíicarütra is the source of true 
knowledge"; and finally is a dahuorili with the same 
supplement of asya paricardtragamasya: ‘since Pafica- 
ritra has its origin in the true knowledge of God." Of 


these explanations Riminuja retains the first one- 


If we may accept that the supplied genitive is 
indeed fesám vyithanam, the explanation of vijüánadi : 
“The divine properties of knowledge, etc. would seem 
not only hermeneutically the most obvious one (.. adi- 
in the expected Sense), but also contextually the most 
relevant. Then the problem shifts to tadapratisedhaft : 
non-rejection of what? Either of the impossibility of 
the origination of the soul, or of the impossibility of 
the origination of instrument from agent, if we stickto 
what the sütras themselves have supplied. What 
happens if Samkarsana is not taken as jiva, nor 
Pradyumna as manas, literally, but as aspects of the 
deity which each represent certain divine properties? 
These aspects are all equally God, and cause-effect 
relationships simply do not obtain. If this is indeed 
the correct interpretation—and Sankara’s and 
Bhiskara’s contrary ones are far-fetched—, this would 
in effect mean that the Author reverses himself. 


The discussion closes with a last argument in helu 
form vifratisedhác ca. “and because of conflict,” which 
is such a general ground that it can be interpreted any 
way, depending on how one interprets the previous 
sütra. Brief and general though it is, the sütra offers 
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a problem of its own: ca. The commentators in 
general ignore the syntactical patterns of the sütras 
and, as here, treat helusin the ablative and proposi- 
tions like na ca karluh karanam as being on the same 
level, with no apparent reason for the difference of 
syntactical formulation. But what does ca join? 
According to Sankara's and Bhiskara’s explication the 
ketu vipratisedkat with both the ketu ulpatl asambhavdt-and 
the hetu analysed from na ca Karluh karanam, according 
to Yamuna and Ramanuja »ifralisedhát with the helu 
analysed from vijranádibháve vā tadapratisedhap. Perhaps 
it is possible to link directly | utfattyasambhavát.... 
vipratisedhácca, These two helus are interrupted by a 
parenthetical discussion na ca kartuli karanam, vijsianádi- 
bhave và tadapratisedhalk. This is a kind of construction 
well represented in philosophical style of which this 
sütra style is a severe abbreviation. A possible inter- 
pretation then would be: ** .. because of impossibility of 
origination (also the instrument does not derive from 
the agent; or, if these entities are taken in the sense of 
knowledge, etc., we neednot reject this part of the 
doctrine), and because of conflict.” Under this inter- 
pretation the final conclusion would be against 

Paficaratra. 

It is obvious that the above attempt at a philologi- 
cal interpretation must remain inconclusive. It may, 
however, have its use by showing how completely 
dependent we are on the commentators, and how 
completely absent our criteria arc to judge between one 
and the other. I am not without hope that a com- 
prehensive study of the style and syntax of the sütra 
collections eventually may provide criteria of judg- 
ment; inthe absence of such a study we must for the 
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time being resign ourselves to the fact that we cannot 
utilize the Brahmasütras in specific detail for the 
history of Vedanta and of Indian Philosophy generally, 
because we cannot independently make sense of them. 


4. SANKARA AND BHASKARA ON PANCARATRA 


Hereunder, I add new translations from the 
commentaries on the utpattyasambhavadhiharaza by 
Sankara and Bhiskara which are our earliest evidence 
of the attitude which at least one tradition in Vedanta 
took to the orthodoxy of Paíicarütra. As both philos- 
ophers point out, it is not the general orthodoxy of 
Paiicaratra as a system of religious practice which is at 
issue, but the orthodoxy, or conformity of specific 
points or theological doctrine. Somewhat in contradic- 
tion with this view of the matter is the interpretation 
by both commentators of the last sütras which clearly 
implies that Pañcarātra is non-Vedic in orientation; 
but neither thinker gives much weight to this point, 
though it must be noted that for Yamuna this was the 
fundamental objection raised against Paficaratra. 


1. SANKARA, BRAHMASUTRABHASYA (2.2.42-45) 


utpattyasarnbhavat (2.2.42) 

The views of those who maintain that the operator 
is not the material cause, that the Lord is only the 
operative cause, have now been refuted. Presently the 
view of those who hold that the Lord is the cause in 
both ways, material as well as operative, is confuted. 


OnjecTioN. But in previous sutras, it has been 
decided on scriptural authority that the Lord is in fact 
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both operative and material cause. Why then should 
the Author now wish to refute this point? 


RrPLv. Even though a certain part of a doctrine 
may not be open to disagreement, because it conforms 
and holds the same view, nevertheless other elements 
of doctrine may give rise to disagreement; and it is 
with this point in view that the Author now cmbarks 
on his refutation. 


The Bhagavatas maintain concerning the question 
the following doctrine: the venerable Lord, the unique 
Vasudeva, whose essence is unaffected knowledge, is 
the supreme reality. He exists in four forms, into 
which He has divided Himself, as Vasudeva, 
Sarnkarsana, Pradyumna and Aniruddha. Vasudeva is 
called the Supreme Soul, Samkarsana the individual 
soul, Pradyumna the mind, Aniruddha the ego-factor. 
Vasudeva is the supreme cause, Samkarsana and the 
others are effects. When one has worshipped this 
Supreme God for a hundred years with the rites of 
preparing the way, preparing the gifts, offering them, 
and studying, and when all one's sins have been 
cleansed, one will attain to the venerable Lord. 


That part of the doctrine which states that 
Narayana, who is well-known to be transcendent over 
the agrakta, who is the Supreme Soul and the soul of 
the Universe, divides himself into more than one being 
and exists in this condition, is not rejected; for it is 
found from such texts as **He exists as One, he becomes 
three, etc.,” thatthe Supreme Soul exists in a plurality 
of forms. Nor is it denied that propitiation of this 
venerable Lord with rites of preparing the way, etc. is 
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to be constantly observed with exclusive concentration, 
for religious devotions to the Lord arc quite well-known 
in both gruti and smrti. But as to the contention that 
Samkarsana originates from Vasudeva and Pradyumna 
from Samkarsana, and Aniruddha from Pradyumna, 
we maintain that this origination of the individual 
soul, called Samkarsana, from the Supreme Soul, called 
Vasudeva, is impossible, because it entails the defect of 
non-eternality, For if the individualsoulhas an origin, 
such defects as its non-eternality follow. Consequently, 
its attainment of the Lord cannot mean salvation, for 
if an effect returns to its cause it is completely merged 

with it. Also, the Author denies the origin of the 

individual soul in the sütra: ‘(Not the soul, because there 

is no $ruti to that effect, and because, ils eternality follows 

from the £rutis.* Therefore, the assumption is not con- 

sistent with the truth. 


na ca kartuf: karanam—43, 

Besides the assumption is inconsistent, because 
experience shows that an instrument, e.g, an axe, does 
not originate from an agent, e.g., Devadatta. The 
Bhagavatas however maintain that the instrument, sc. 
the mind called Pradyumna, originates for the agent, 
sc. the soul called Samkarsana. Out of this mind, 
itself born of the soul, the ego-factor called Aniruddha 
originates, Without an example we cannot ascertain 
that such is indeed the case; nor do we find a éruti 
to this effect. 
vijfianadibhave và tadapratisedhahi —44. 

Or else it may be that these three beings Samkar- 
sana, etc. are not really meant to be identical with 
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soul, etc, But then what are they? They are all to be 
accepted as Gods who possess the divine properties of 
knowledge, sovereignty, power, strength, heroism and 
splendour. They areal! Vasudevas, defectless, cause- 
less, immaculate. Consequently the afore-mentioned 
defect, namely, the impossibility of origination does not 
obtain. 

REPLY. Even so, there is no refutation of it, that 
is to say, non-refutation of the impossibility of origina- 
tion still obtains; that means that thc same defect, sc. 
impossibility of origination, obtains in a different 
manner. How? First, if the meaning is this that these 
four, Vasudeva, etc., are mutually distinct and are all 
four co-equal Gods, and that they are not identical in 
essence, then the assumption of a plurality of Gods is 
senseless, because the functions of God can be 
accounted for by one single God. Also this violates 
their own doctrine, because they hold that only the 
venerable Lord Vasudeva, is the supreme reality. 
Secondly, if the meaning is this that these four are thc 
co-equa] divisions of this one venerable Lord, still the 
impossibility of origination obtains under this condi- 
tion. For Samkarsana, cannot originate from Vásudeva, 
nor Pradyumna from Samkarsana, nor Aniruddha from 
Pradyumna, because no one exceeds any other onc. 
For it is necessary that the cause exceeds the effect, as 
in the casc of the clay and thc pot; for without such 

excession, the effect can be regarded as the cause, 
And those who follow the Paiicaratra doctrine do not 
accept any difference in degree of the properties of 
knowledge, sovereignty, etc. between anyone of the 


four divisions, or between all four of them, for they 
D 
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hold that all the divisions are Vasudevas, without any 
differentiation. Nor are the divisions of the venerable 
Lord limited to four, since we find that all things in 
the Universe, from Brahmi to a blade of grass, are 
divisions of the venerable Lord, ' 

vipratisedhac ca—$5, 

A variety of conflicts are observed in this system, 
like, for example, the assumption that property is 
substance: for we find that knowledge, sovereignty, 
power, strength, heroism and splendour are properties, 
yet they themselves are all Lord Vasudevas. Also 
there is conflict with the Veda. — For we find that the 
Veda is being censored in statements like this: “Failing 
lo find the supreme good in the four Vedas, Sandilya learnt 
this system.” Therefore, it is established that the 
Paficaratra theory does not conform. 


2. BHASRARA, SARIRAKAMIMAMSABHASYA, 2.2.42-45.3 


utpattyasainbhavat—2.2.42 

Now the doctrine of Paücaratra is examined. The 
objection is raised that there is no justification for 
doubting its validity, because it does not militate 
against revelation. Why? They maintain that 
Vasudeva is the material as well as the operative cause 
of the Universe; and a discipline of ritual acts is the 
means of attaining Him. It is taught that when one 
has propitiated the venerable Lord Vasudeva with 
ritual disciplines like preparing the way,” preparing 
the gifts, the offering of them, and studying, one will 
attain to Him. All this is quite well-known from 
revelation too. Therefore, we find nothing in it that 
is to be condemned. 
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RePLv. The ritual acts, characterised as worship, 
meditation and contemplation of the God, as well as 
the knowledge concerning such acts, are considered 
valid. However, if some part? is found among 


acceptable elements that is in conflict, that part must 
be rejected. 


According to the doctrine of the Bhagavatas 
Vasudeva is the Supreme Material Cause, and the 
Supreme Soul From him the individual soul called 
Samkarsana originates, from Samkarsana the mind 
called Pradyumna,” and from him the ego-factor called 
Aniruddha. Against this view this sütra is Jaid down: 
“because of the impossibility of the origination of the 
individual soul from the Supreme Soul Vasudeva.” 
Whythis impossibility? Because this entails the defects 
of non-eternality,? etc. In the absence*? of beings 
which are involved in heaven, hell, or release, the 
authority of the Veda is vitiated, and the ordinary 
practice of the world is brought to a stand-still. There- 
fore this assumption is unjustified. 
na ca kartul karanam—43. 

Itis also unproven that the mindcalled Pradyumna, 
which is the inner organ, originates from the agent, 
namely, Sarmkarsana the individual soul. For the axe 
docs not originatc from Dcvadatta. 


vijránüdibhace wd tadajratised hah —44. 
The particle và in the sense of indicating an alter- 


native meaning. All these beings are indeed Lord 
Vasudevas and as such without cause and defectless, 


possessed of the divine properties of knowledge, 
sovereignty, power, strength, heroism and splendour. 
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The reply to this is ds follows: even if these are 
knowledge, etc., this docs not invalidate the argument, 
that is to say, there would not be refutation of the 
defect of impossibility of origination :“ the same defect 
obtains. If all four are equal, there is impossibility of 
origination because no one exceeds the others; or if 
they are unequal, the impossibility mentioned above 
obtains nonetheless. 

vipratisedhac ca? —45. 

In stating tbat the mind is called Pradyumna and 
tbat Aniruddha is the ego-factor, it is stated that they 
are instrument and ego-factor respectively. Thus the 
postulation that they are all souls in the above assertion 
“tall these souls..." is self contradictory. And there is 
conflict with gruti: ‘Failing to find the way to the 
supreme good in the four Vedas,” Sandilya composed 
this system.” 


5. RAMANUJA ON PANCARATRA 

In view of his predecessor Yamuna's concern with 
Paficaratra, the reticence of the illustrious Vaisnava 
philosopher Ramànuja about the same system is some- 
what puzzling. Except for his commentary on the 
utpattyasambhavadhikarana, in which he follows Yamuna, 
Riminuja remains wholly silent about the elements 
both of doctrine and of religious practice of Paücarátra. 
Elsewhere, I have suggested that Raminuja was 
motivated by a desire to reach all Vedantins and did 
not wish to limit his appeal, which he based on zruti 
and universally recognized smrtis, by emphasizing his 
allegiance to any particular school and by quoting as 
decisive authority, sactarian texts that others would 
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refuse to accept. Also the cosmogonical doctrine in 
which most of the philosophic superstructure of 
Paficaratra. consists was of no immediate concern to 
Raminu ja’s ontological preoccupations, Still it remains 
curious that even in his introduction to the Gilabhasya, 
where Ramanuja enlarges upon the manifestations of 
God in their different gradations, no room whatever is 
given to even a passing mention of, for example, the 
Vyithas. Rarely, moreover, will one find him use the 
appellation Vasudeva. When it occurs in the texts, he 
comments upon, it is translated into Narayana, which 
is his favourite name for God. 


Therefore it may be useful to include here the full 
translation of Raminu ja's commentary on the uipaitya- 
sainbhavadhikarana, both for its own sake and for its 
relationship to Yamuna's discourse. In the numbering 
of the Sribhasya this adhikarana comprises Brahma- 
sütras, 2.2.39-42. 
uf pattyasarnbhavat—39, 

Another doubt that may arise, viz, that the 
Paficaratra system— which being promulgated by the 
Venerable Lord Himself actually sets forth the means 
of attaining the summum bonum—has also no authority 
because it would be in the same class with Samkhya 
and other systems, is presently disposed of. 


With regard to this system the objection is raised: 
The individual soul, Samkarsana by name, originates 
from Vasudeva, who stands for the Supreme Brahman, 
the ultimate cause. From Samkargana orginates the 
manas called Pradyumna. From that again originates 
the subjectifying organ called Aniruddha: Thus is, as 
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is well-known, the doctrine of the Bhdgavatas. So it is 
held that the individual soul has an origin; but this is 
contrary to the $ruti: for the grutis maintain that the 
soul has no beginning: ** The intelligent being is not born 
nor does it die."*5 


na ca kartuh karogom—40. 

“From Samkarsana originates the manas called 
Pradyumna ” means that the instrument manas has its 
origin in the agent soul— which is impossible because 
the sruti declares that the manas, too, has its origin in 
none but the Supreme Brahman: “Prom Him spring 
breath, mind and all senses.’ Consequently, this system 
is also denied authority since its teachings are in 
conflict with the Sruti. 

At this point we propound: 
vijriánadibhave và tadapratisedhah —41. 

With và this view is exchanged for the opposite 
one. Vijranadi, ie., vijriána "knowledge" as well as 
adi—''beginning"—refers to tbe Supreme Brahman. 
Where Samkarsana, Pradyumna and Aniruddha are of 
the Supreme Brahman's being, the doctrine which 
declares this very fact cannot be denied authority. In 
other words : that the origination of the soul is 
promulgated in contradiction with the Sruti is an 
objection raised by pcople who do not really know the 
doctrine of the Bkāgavatas. Actually this doctrine is 
that the Supreme Brahman—called Vasudeva—, moved 
by affection for those who take refuge in Him, exists 
Himself and by His own will in a quadruple form in 
order to serve as a refuge for His votaries. So in 
Pauskarasamhita: “Agama is that in which the Brahmins 
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who adhere to the tradition make a duly of toorshipping the 
gualernity under its different names,” ctc. That this 
* worship of the quaternity" is the worship of the 
Supreme Brahman under the name of Vasudeva is 
declared in the Sátvatasamhità: '* The great upanigada 
of Brakman is the most important sastra as it imparts discri- 
mination to the Brahmins who worship the real Brahman 
under Vasudeva’s name. This Supreme Brahman called 
Vasudeva, whose personality is constituted by the six 
qualities in full measure, the votaries will attain when 
they have worshipped Him through acts following on 
knowledge, and cach will attain Him in proportion 
that he is qualified: in His subtle form, or as Vyüha, 
or as Vibhava, in which He is differentiated Through 
worship of the Vibhava he will attain the Vyüha, and 
through wership of the Vyüha he will attain the 
Supreme Brahman in His Subtle form in which He is 
called Vasudeva. This is their view. Vibhava is 
defined as the sum-total of the manifestations Rama, 
Ktsna,etc.; the Vyüha has the four forms of Vasudeva, 
Samkarsana, Pradyumnaand Aniruddha; the Subtle is 
the Supreme Brahman called Vasudeva whose person- 
ality is constituted by the six qualities alone. So in 
Pauskarasamhita: '* That sGstra by means of which one 
attains the Subreme Brahman called Vasudeva completely 
through acts following on knowledge,” etc. 

Therefore, Samkarsana, etc. also constitute the 
voluntarily Assumed personality of tbe Supreme 
Brahman who, according to the Sruti, ® is born in many 
ways without being born :*'** so, since it is declared that 
Brahman has births in the form of voluntary assump- 
tions of individuality occasioned by His affection for 
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His votaries, the §istra that declared the same cannot 
therefore be denied authority. Samkargana, Pra- 
dyumna and Aniruddha are in that system, the oper- 
ators of the categories of soul, manas and subjectif ying 
organ, so that there is no contradiction if they are 
denoted by the words for soul, etc., just as Brahman is 
denoted by the words space, etc. 


vipratisedhac ca-—42. 

Besides, in that very system the origination of the 
soul is emphatically denied: as in Pauskarasarphita : 
“The nature of prakrti is declared to be non-spiritual, 
subservient to the other, eternal, ever-developing, governed by 
the three gunas, the field of experience for beings subject to 
karman. The conjunction of prakrti and purusa takes place 
through pervasion, for the purusa is determined as being in 
reality without beginning or end.’ Therefore, since all 
the Samhitas declare thus that the soul is eternal, the 
originatien of the proper form of the soul is denied in 
the Pajicaratra system. It will be said later on, in the 
sūtra nātmā sruteh,” why in Vedic and profane usage 
the soul is said to be born, to die, etc. 


To conclude: the very doctrine denies the origin- 
ation of the soul, so that the objection that it is not 
authoritative, since it holds that the soul originates is 
absolutely rejected. 

Then there is the outcry of some who think that 
since Sandilya studied the Paficaratra doctrine because 
he could not find a proper basis in Vedas and auxiliary 
sciences, and that this signifies that no proper basis for 
man’s ends in life is found in Vedas and auxiliary 
sciences, it follows that the tantra is incompatible with 
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the Vedas. But this is obviously no more than a parti. 
pris of people who have not the faintest idea about the 
purport of the Veda and not the slightest consideration 
for all the canons which corroborate the Veda. For 
example, in the text: ** Morning after morning those tell 
lies who offer the Agnihotra bef ore sunrise, ™ the censure 
, with which the oblation before sunrise mects serves to 
exalt the merit of the oblation after sunrise. Or, for 
example, in the opening text of the so-called bhiimavidya 
Narada begins : ** My Lord, 1 have studied the Rgveda, 
the Yajurveda, the Sámaveda, and fourthly, the 
Atharvan, and fifthly, epic and purāņa,”” continues to 
sum up all the branches of knowledge and concludes: 
“ but, My Lord, here I am knowing thc mantras but 
not the soul.” That he thus declares to have found no 
knowledge of the soul in all the branches of knowledge 
except the dhiimavidya means that he exalts the value of 
the bhiimavidyd, which he is about to set forth—or else, 
the contention of this Narada is occasioned by the fact 
that he was unable to find out the Supreme Reality 
that is set forth in Vedas and auxiliaries. Similarly 
Sandilya’s contention, as may be gathered from his 
exposition Jater on of the Supreme Reality Brahman 
called Vasudeva, who is tobe known from the Vedanta. 
So it is said in the Paramasamhita that in view of the 
difficulty of understanding the meaning of the Veda, 
the fistra has commenced in order to facilitate this 
understanding: “ My Lord, I have studied in great detail 
all the Vedas with the auxiliary and subsidiary sciences, and 
I have listened to the auxiliaries together withthe disputations. 
But nowhere in all those texts have I found beyond all doubt 


the road to bliss by which the end is attained," and « the 
E 
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Lord Hari, who knows, has taken the essence from the 
Vedanta and summarized it in an easy form to show His 
mercy to His devotees.” 


Therefore, it is beyond reproach that the Lord 
Vasudeva who is identical with the Supreme Brahman 
and who is known from the Vedinta—absolutely 
opposed to all imperfection, solely comprising perfec- 
tion and ocean of immeasurable perfect qualities like 
infinite knowledge, bliss, etc. and whose every will is 
realized—has gazed upon His devotees, distinguished 
according to the system of the four stations and four 
stages of life and conformably pursuing the four ends 
of man’s life, dharma, artha, kima and moksa; and 
shoreless sea of compassion, clemency, and affection, 
He considered that the Vedas which teach true know- 
ledge of His proper form, His supernal manifestation, 
the means of His propitiation and the fruit thereof, 
were difficult to grasp for all gods and men different 
from Himself, as they are divided in Rg, Yajuh Saman 
and Atharvan, with numberless branches and consist- 
ing in injunction exegesis and formula, and therefore 
He Himself composed the Paficaratra Sistra to teach 
the true purport of the Vedas. " 


Moreover, if others interpret the four Lessons of 
the Sütras in such a way that they deny the authority 
of an incompatible component part, this interpretation 
runs counter to the very letter of the Sütras and to the 
intention of the Author of the Satras. Forthe Author 
of the Sütras, after having promulgated the Sütras that 
set forth the canons of Vedanta, composed in support 
of the Veda the hundred thousand $lokas of the 
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Bháratasamhità, in the ja@nakanda of which, the 
Moksadharma, he declared: “Then a householder or an 
initialed, or a hermit, or a wandering mendicant wants to 
attain the final aim, which deity is he io worship then 2"** and 
50 on and proceeds to propound the doctrine of the 
paiicaratra Sstra in a long disquisition: “This has been 
extracied from the Bharata epic in its full length of onc 
hundred thousand slokas after it has been churned with the 
stick of thought: like Butler is extracted from curds, and 
curds from milk, the Brahmin from the bipeds, the Aranyaka 
from the Vedas, the Arnrta from the herbs this Mahopa- 
nisada which is consistent with the four Vedas and the 
demonstrations of Samkhya and Yoga is called the Parica- 
ralra — This is bliss, this is Brahman, this is absolutely 
salutary 38 Consistent with Rg, Yajuh and Saman and the 
Atharoangirasas. This discipline will of a certainty be 
authoritative.” The words s@mkhya and yoga above 
denote jňānayoga and karmayoga, compare “the 
sāmkhyas through jüana yoga and the yogins through karma- 
Joga.” Further in the Bhigmaparvan: “‘Brémanas, 
Ksatriyas, vaigyas and fndras as described are all to worship, 
to serve and to honour Madhava according to the sátoata ritual 
that has been promulgated by Samkargana."? Now, how 
would it be possible that the foremost of Vedic scholars 
Badarayana, who has said this Himself, would say that 
the sütvata Sastra, which sets forth the ways of wor- 
shipping and propitiating Vasudeva, the Supreme 
Brahman, the One known from the Vedanta has 
really no authority whatever? 

However, in texts like: “Are Samkiya, Yoga, Parca- 

ratra, Vedas and Pasupata all founded on the same principle 
or have they different foundations,? O Sage > and so on, it 
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is said that Sámkhya, etc. do also deserve our respect, 
whereas they are refuted in the Sariraka. Hence it 
would be the same with this system toe.—No, for in 
the Mababhirata the same argumentation is embodied 
asin the Sariraka. The meaning of the question: 
“dre they founded on the same principle or not” is this: Do 
Samkhya, Yoga, Pagupata, Vedas and Paficaratra set 
forth the same fundamental or different ones? And if 
they set forth one and the same fundamental, what is 
it? But when they set forth different fundamentals, 
their teachings are incompatible and since we have no 
option in matters of reality, it follews that only one can 
be admitted: what is that one?" To this question he 
replies: “Know what these different theories of knowledge 
really are, O Royal Sage. The founder of Sainkhya is 
Kapila,” etc. and he declares that Samkhya, Yoga and 
Pagupata have their origins in persons because they are 
creations of Kapila, Hiranyagarbha and Paáupati; 
then in “the teacher of the Vedas is held to be Avántara- 
tapas,” he states the impersonal origin of the Vedas, 
and finally he says in **founder of the entire Paficaratra is 
Narayana Himself," that no one but Narayana has 
promulgated the Paficaratra system, What the author 
here intends to say is this: Inasmuch as the personal 
systems hold mutually irreconcilable views on reality 
nd maintain tenets that are incompatible with the 
..Cality as we know it from the Veda without the 
slightest possibility of such errors as inaccuracies, etc. 
since its origin is impersonal, they can hardly be deemed 
, to carry any authority on reality such as itis. And 
Narayana, the Supreme Brahman, is the One known 
from the Veda, Therefore, we may accept the funda- 
mentals of pradkäna, purusa, patupati, etc. as propounded 
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by these various systems only in so far as they are 
ensouled by Narayana the Supreme Brahman, who 
is the One known from the Veda. So he says; ‘Jn 
all these different systems of knowledge, eminent prince, we 
see that according to tradition and logicthe sovereign Narayana 
is the only basis;"9'i.e., he who ponders over reality 
yathagamam yathanyayam, sc. as propounded by these 
different traditions and corroborated by arguments 
sees clearly that Narayana alone is the basis of all 
reality. That is to say: as the fundamentals are not 
declared in these systems to be ensouled by Brahman, 
the one who, on the authority of &rutis “tall this is verily 
Brahman,”* “Narayana is all, etc.” realizes that every- 
thing in fact is ensouled by Brahman, understands that 
Narayana alone is the basis. 


Consequently, considering that Narayana, the 
Supreme Brahman, the One known from the Vedanta, 
is Himself the founder of the entire Paücaratra, and 
that this system sets forth His proper form and the 
means of worshipping Him, it is evident that no one 
can seriously maintain that this system is on a par with 
the other systems. Hence, it is declared in the same 
epic: “Thus itissaid that samkhyayoga and vediranyaka 
—which are mutually complementary—constitute the one 
Paiicaratra ११७२ samkhya yoga is *'Samkhya and Yoga:" 
vtdaranyaka “the Vedas and the Aranyakas" ; these are 
said to be mutually consistent and to constitute the one 
Paficaratra because they form a whole inasmuch as 
they all propound one truth. In other words: the 
Aranyakas accept the 25 fundamentals of the Sarnkbya, 
the discipline of yama, niyama, etc. of the Yoga and 
declare that these fundamentals arc cnsouled by 
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Brahman, that this discipline is a form of worshipping 
Brahman, and that the acts of the Vedas are propitia- 
tions of Him, so that they hereby propound the proper 
form of Brahman: it is precisely this that the Supreme 
Brahman Narayana Himself elucidates in the Pafica- 
rütra Tantra, And what is rejected in the Sariraka is 
not the fundamentals as such of the Samkhya, but the 
tenet that they are not ensouled by Brahman; and 
what is rejected of Yoga and Pagupatais not the dis- 
cipline and Pagupati as such but the tenet that the Lord 
isonly the operative cause, the fallacious opinions on 
major and minor fundamentals and certain unorthodox 
practices. Therefore, the text: ‘“Sdmkhya, Yoga, Paica- 
rátra, Vedas and Pasupata are all in essence authoritative and 
are not to be invalidated by ar gumentations,”® which means 
that their fundamentals as propounded in these systems 
are to be accepted and the systems are not to be 

anathematized in their entirety like the fundamental 

doctrines of Jainism and Buddhism: for this is in 

agreement with the statement that “according to tradi- 

tion and logic the sovereign Narayana is the only basis.” 
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. Atmasiddhi, Ltvarasiddhi, and Samoitriddhi, Sanskrit text and 
English translation by RAMANUJACIIARYA and SRINIVASA- 
CHARYA, Journal, Annamalai Unicersity. 

2. Stotrarctna, edited and translated by Swat AntogvaANANDA 

(Madras 1950). 
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« PLN. SuivasAcitag The Philosophy of Vitistádvaita (Adyar 
1946), 9. 511. 

5. cf. my Ramanuja on the Bhagacadgità (The Hague 1953), 

Introduction, ch. 2; appendix, 
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G. As represented by, eg, Sankara and Bhiskara, whose 
common objections (infra ch 4) keep recurring in 
Yámuna's argument. 


7. So still F.Orvo Scuraver, Latroduction to the Páitcarátra and 
the sthirbudhnya Samhi'á (Adyar 1916), p. 26, where he states 
the opinion that the name refers to ''the Pancaritra 
Sattra of Narayana (spoken of in Šatapatha Brāhmaņa, 
13. 6. 1.) interpreted philosophically as the five-fold scif- 
manifestation of God by means of his Para, Vyiha, 
Vibhava, Antar yámi, and Arcd forms," However, though 
the carliest sources in the epic know the Vyübas, there is 
indication of the five-fold nature, whereas references to 
the term paficardtra tend to another interpretation, see 
below. 

8. Sat Br. 13. 6. 1. l. sa etam purusamedham pañcarâtrarn yaja- 
kratum apatyat, where paiicardira should mean ‘lasting five 
days and five nights," 

9. cf, also 12. 339. M; all references are to the Bombay 
Edition. 

10. 12.335. 19; 24; cf. 12. 242. 78; 348, 55. 

11, 12. 325. 19. 


12, eg. 12. 336. 30. 
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12. 339. 33 ff. 

tad (sc. fariram of five elements) ácifati brahman na drip 
laghucikramah | 

ut panna eva bhavati fariram cestayan prabhuh V 

na vind dhatusamghatant gariratn bhavati koacit | 

na ca jivan vind brahman vàyacaf cestayanty uta V 

12. 339. 36. 

12 339. 36; cf. 5. 67 : Samkarjanam agrajam sarvabhütánám, 

created by Krsna; thus 12, 207. 10; 344. 16; 13. 159. 

12. 339. 37 f. 

cf. 1.67: Pradyumna as incarnatiun of Sanatkumira; 10, 
12, Sanatkumira is described as Krsna's son by Rukmini. 

cf. 6. 65: Krsna creates himself as Pradyumna out of him- 
self and evolves Aniruddha from Pradyumna; in 13. 159 
Pradyumna is described as Krspa's third form, 

12. 339. 38. 

In the sense that the four vyühas, or Vasudevaand the three 
others constitute the ensouling principle of the gross body 
(12. 339. 34 fE.), yet Vasudéva is the sou) to Samkarsana, 
Pradyurona and Aniruddha; comparably the Paficatatra 
theory of the subtle and gross creations. 

cf. my “Studies in Simkhya III: Sattwa,” J AOS 77.2 ; 1957. 

12. 334. 9. 

12. 336. 27 ff. 

12. 339 110 f. 


. e.g. 12. 339, 111; 349. 64. 


-.parivràt paficarátrikah ; the edition is by the French scholar 
Félix Lacotz, Budhasvimin: — Brhat-katha, Gloka- 
Jamgraha (Paris 1908-29). The same farmer complains 
(ib 63); 
dhyGnddhydyapradhanam ca vihitam bhiksukarma yat | 
vaifyakarmabhi yuktasya tasya nama pi násti me 

ib. 65-67, 
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ih 22. 220. 


. Daniel H. H Incaucs, “Sainkara’s Arguments against the 


Buddhists,” Philosophy East and West, TILA, 195-4, p.292 (T. 
BrS. 1.4.23. 


BrS. 2.3, 17. 


- The only edition in existence (by Pt. V. P. Dvivenr, 


Chowkhambi Sanskrit Series 70; 185; 209 ; Benares 1915) 
is very poor; the Amendations suggested hereunder are 
based on an examination of all extant MSS, collated for 
a new edition which I have in preparation. 


. Read cinta for citra 


Read frutivirodhabharat for frutir virodhabhacat, 

Read abhigamano for adkigamano—, 

Read karma jiidnam ca for karmajrianam ea. 

Read ainfantaram for acántaram. 

Read Pradyumnasampiagt mano for Pradyumnah srjyamdno, 
Read 'rityatrádi- for nityatradi-. 

Read 'bàatád for bhàvád 


Read — utpatiyasarnbhavadojasya pratiscd hah for — utpaltja- 
sambhacad dotali s) apratisedhah. 

Read tathdpy utpattyasambhavah | pratipaduah | VIPRATI- 
SEDAC CA for tathápy utpaityasonbhavah | pratipadita- 
vipratisedhác ca, and thus restore the submerged sūtra, 

Read vedefu Catursu; all MSS have eakara ; all other authors 
have aca gatavan. 

Ramanuja’s Vedarthasangraha (Poona 1956), Intr. ch. 3, 
p. 36 ff. 

Kath Up. 2 17. 


. Mund Up. 2.1.3. 


Satvat S. 2. 5. 
Teitt. Ar. 3. 12, 
Br S. 2. 3. 17 (18). 


42 AGAMA PRAMANYAM 


50. Ait. Br. 5.316, see translation note 196. 
51. Ch Up. 7.1. 2. 

52. MBh. 12. 334. l. 

53. MBh. 12. 343. 11-13. 
54. MBh. 12. 339.111-112. 
55. MBh. 12, 335. 32. 

56. MBh. I2 335. 40. 

57. MBh. 12. 335. 44. 

58. Bhg.3.3. 

59. MBh. 6. 66. 39-40. 
60. MBh. 12. 349. 8.1. 

61. MBh 12. 349. 64-65. 
62. MBh. 12.349. 66. 

63. MBh, I2. 349. 68. 

64. MBh. 12. 349. 68-69. 
65. Chhp. 3. 14. 1. 

66 Mirhp 13. 

67. MBh. 12. 348.61. 

68. not identified, 

69. MBh 12. 349 69. 
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2. 


3. 


4. 


CONTENTS 


Dedication to Visnu. 
Introduction, 


PART ONE: THE MAJOR Opposition 3—52 


*Paiicarátra Sastra is not a valid means of knowledge.” 


The validity of Paficaratra must depend on other 
means of Knowledge. It cannot depend on 
Perception, 


Nor on a supposed all-embracing divine Percep- 
tion, 


Objection, The scope of Perception depends on 
the percipient; in asupreme percipient supreme 
Perception is possible. 


Refutation. No Perception can be supreme, since 
it is limited by its organ. 


Objection. Even so, Perception as a whole could be 
total. . 


Refutalion. No, the finite can never become 
infinite. Thus there can be no all-embracing 
perception and the validity of Paiicaratra, 
dependent on such Perception, collapses, 


Nor can its validity depend on Inference, 


Nor on Scripture, whether explicitly found, or 
proved to exist by Inference, Analogy or Circum- 
stantial Implication. 


Objection. The same reasoning applies to the 
validity of any Smrti. 


Refutation. No, since the validity of Smrti resides 
in the fact that its injunctions are observed by 
the same agent as observe the Vedic in junctions. 
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15. 
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17. 


18. 


19. 


20. 


21. 


22. 


23. 
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These agents do not observe Paficaratra injunc- 
tions, because those are condemned by exemplary 
exponents of the three Estates. 


Objection. But since the Bhagavatas are Brahmins, 
this should validate Paficaratra. 


Refutation. But they are not Brahmins. 


Discussion of the caste rank of Bhágavatas and 
Satvatas; the evidence of Smrti. 


Evidence of their customs and conduct. 


Paficaràtrais invalid, because it opposes the Veda 
and is therefore heretical. 


FIRST MINOR COUNTER-OPPOSITION : 
Tue NALYAYIEKA View 18-23 


Paficaratra is independent of Veda, both corporal 
of verbal statements being acceunts of the uni- 
versal Perception of the same Personal God. 


For the Veda too must have been composed by 
a Personal Creator. 


This Personal Creator has complete knowledge 
of Dharma and Adharma. 


For these are the means of world creation and 
must therefore be completely known by the 
world creator. 


Proof for the existence of such a Creator is 
furnished by the proved producedness of the 
world. 


The ritual acts of individual performers cannot 
be ultimate causes of world creationand destruc- 
tion. The existence of a divine Creator is 
abundantly evidenced by Scripture and Tradi- 
tion. 


24. 


25. 


26. 


27. 


28. 


29. 


30. 


31. 
32. 
33. 


34. 


35. 
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There is no authority for such a creator of the 
Veda either in Perception or in Inference, since 
such an author would be motivated by bodily 
existence and since, if Dharma were provable by 
other means of knowledge, there would be no 
purpose for the authority of the Veda. 


The argument that someone must know Dharma 
because someone has created the world is fallaci- 
ous, since there is no scope for a world creator. 


Nor does a crcator needto know the means for 
his creations. 


Nor can it be proved that the world as a whole 
is produced. 


If it were produced, the producer could not be 
God. 


The God of reason is a person with personal 
defects. 


He could not operate independently of his 
personal karman, which renders him superfluous. 


No author ofthe Veda is remembered. 
The preterpersonal virtue of the Veda. 


Cunclusion. Since there can be no divine author 
of the Paficaratra, it must have been composed 
by someone in order to deceive. 


Objection. God need not be proved by Inference. 
He is proved by Scripture. 


Scriptural testimony is informative of fact as 
well as of karya, and Vedic statements on God 
therefore have full authority. 
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SECOND MINOR COUNTER OPPOSITION: 
THE PRABHAKARA view 36-41 


Only injunctive Vedic statements are denotative, 


Factual statements are denotative only if con- 
nected with injunctions. 


Generally denotation belongs to words in so far 
as they are connected in an injunctive sentence. 


Otherwise indicative statements with injunctive 
sense are impossible. 

Thus the Upanisads are informative only in so 
far as they are construed as subordinate to an 
injunction, which even then does not prove the 
existence of its content. 


Consequently Scripture cannot prove the exist. 
ence of God. 

Continuation of the Bhatta opposition. Even if 
God existed, he could not be omniscient, since all 
knowledge derives from sense perception. - 


The omniscient Gods claimed by different sects 
cancel one another, 


Objection. Vasudeva, the omniscient promulgator 
of Paficaratra, is proved by Scripture and must 
therefore not be compared with the Gods of 
other systems. 


Scriptural statements concerning the omniscience 
of Pagupati are figurative. 


Refutation. If Vasudeva is indeed proved by 
Scripture, the promulgator must either be a 
deceiver or Vasudeva in his role of illusionist. 
Consequently Paiicaratra has no validity. 


Paficaratra Tradition cannot be comp ared with 
Manu’s Tradition, since that would make the 
promulgator dependent. 
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Paficarátra is traditionally known as a heresy. 


Andit is also heretical because of its unscriptural 
doctrine that the soul has a beginning. 


Pancaratra cannot be eternal. 


Arguments against the Pagupata and other such 
Traditions apply equally to Paficaratra. 


Final Conclusion: Paficarátra is not a valid means 
of knowledge. 


PART Two: Major ARGUMENTATION 53-139, 


58. 


SYLLOGISM. “‘Paiicardtra is valid, because it produces 
faultless knowledge, like the Vedic Statements”. 


54-55. The thesis is not disproved by Perception and 


Inference. 


56-57. It cannot be shown logically that Paficaratra is 


58. 
59. 
60. 


outside the Veda. 
The thesis is not dispreved by the Veda. 
The ground of the syllogism is not defective. 


It cannot be shown that Paficaratra as language 
statement is defective because it derives from 
a person 


61-62, Nor can the Prabhakara view be admitted that 


63. 


all non-in jJunctive statements are non: denotative. 


The Prabhakara view should be restated as 
“denotation of connected meanings generally." 


Karya is but one of several factors which decide 
denotation, 


Karya statements can only be understood if the 
words canstituting them are already known. 


It is inadmissible to assume different denoting 
powers for different kinds of statements. 
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Itcannotbeshownthat a Kārya statement proves 
that Karya itself is instrumental in bringing 
about the fruit. 


68-69. Not Karya but heaven is the Sadhya. 


70. 


71. 


72. 


73. 


74. 


75. 


76. 
77. 


78. 


79. 
80. 
81. 


82. 
83. 


Objection. A fruit is not essential to a Karya. 
Refutation. It must be, or all acts are fruitless. 
Conclusion: Factual statements can produce 
knowledge of their contents, 

Objection. But this knowledge arises from 
Inference, not from the verbal statement itself. 
Refutation. No, since a word naturally com- 
municates its meaning. 


General Conclusion: T hesubstantivestatements of 
the Upanisads concerning God are authoritative. 


The fact that the content of a statement may be 
kuown through other means of knowledge does 
not render this statement non-authoritative. 


Omniscience is not acquired through the senses. 


The scriptural statements to this effect cannot be 
disproved. 

The view that statements are only denotative 
if they prompt to action is incorrect. 

The person celebrated in the Upanisads is Visnu. 
It is not stated that this Person is Siva. 


Visnu's supremac y and consequently the 
acceptability of His composition, are not 
sectarian assertions but are proved by orthodox 
scriptures. 


The necessity of Pajicaratra. 

The same cannot be proved of other Tantras. 
The Kapalika and Kalamukha doctrines are 
heretical. 
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84-85. The Pagupata and Saiva doctrines are in part 


86. 


87. 


88. 


89, 


heretical. 


These doctrines have been promulgated by Siva 
in order to deceive the wor f, 


Since the other Tantras are not based on 
Scripture they cannot compare with Paficaratra. 


Even if Paücarütra is based on Scripture this 
does not mean that its author was not 
independent. 


Pajicaratra is a digest of the Vedic tradition, 


90-91. Paücaratra does not censure the Veda. 


92. 


93. 


94. 


The fact that Paficaritra enjoins additional 
sacraments does not render it non-Vedic. 


The fact that Paficaratra is not included among 
the fourteen sciences does not render it non- 
authoritative. 


Badarayana—Dvaipayana does not reject Pafica- 
ratra, 


95-116. On the understanding of Brahmasütras, 


2.2.42-45. 


Against the condemning interpretation of BrS. 
2.2.42. 


01578. 2.2.43. 
01518. 2.2.44. 
01575. 2. 2.45. 
The correct interpretation of BrS. 2. 2. 42. 
Of BrS. 2.2.43. 
Of BrS. 2.2. 44. 
Of BrS. 2. 2. 45. 
An alternative explanation of BrS. 2.2.44. 
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Of BrS. 2. 2. 45. 
An alternative explanation of BrS. 2.2.42. 
Of BrS. 2.2. 43. 


107-116. On the optionality of Paficaratra and Veda. 


107. 
108. 


109. 


Second alternative for BrS. 2. 2. 44. 


Objection. Paficaratra cannot beoptional vis-a- 
vis the Veda. 


Refutation. It can, since it is based on the 
independent perception of its author, God. 


110-111. On selfvalidity and defectlessness. 


112. 
113. 
114. 


115. 
116. 


117. 


118. 


119. 
120. 
121. 


122. 


123. 


The defectlessness of Veda and Paficaritra. 
On invalidation. 


The living tradition of Visnu’s authorship of 
Paficaratra. 


Second alternative for BrS. 2.2. 45. 


On Jaimini’s rule of the invalidity of statements 
conflicting with the Veda. 


The fact that Paficardtra is ‘accepted’ by those 
who are outside the Veda cannot render Pafica- 
ratra invalid. - 


On the distinction between those qualified and 
those unqualified for the Veda. 


Paficaratra is accepted by the Vedic sages, 


Bhagavatas are Brahmins. 


On the distinction between Brahmin and non- 
Brahmin. 


The Bhagavatas have traditions of Brahminic 
gotras. 


Brahminhood allows of proof. 


CONTENTS 51 


124. Objection. None of the means of knowledge can 
prove it, 


125. Refutation. It can be proved by Perception. 


126.127. On the supposed lowly origin of the 
Bhagavatas. 


128. On conventional and etymological meaning. 
129. Bhagavatas do not observe vratya occupations. 


130. On rathakara and the meaning of bhagavataand 
satvata, 


131. Bhagavata does not exclude the connotation of 
‘Brahmin.’ 
132. Onthe professional priesthood of the Bhagavatas. 


133. The professional worship of Visqu is not con- 
demned, 

134. On naivedya and nirmàlya. 

135. The explanation of Paricaratra condemnation of 

naivedya and nirmalya use. 


136. The nirmalya of Visnu is supremely purifying, 
137. Naivedya as means ofthe pranagnihotra, 


138 Bhagavatas do not reject the Vedic sacraments; 
the EkayanaSakhi yas do, but on the authority of 
their own Vedic ŝākhā. 


139. Concluding benedictions of Nāthamuni and the 
Vaisnava sacred texts. 


श्रीः 
fra नमः 
VICIT नमः 
भगवते यामुनसुनये नमः 
श्रीमते रामानुआय नमः॥ 


श्रीमद्ासुनसुनिविरचितम्‌ 
आगमप्रामाण्यस्‌ 


जगञ्चन्मस्यितिध्यंसमहानन्दैकहेतवे t 
करामटकव दविदवं पदयते विष्णवे नमः ॥१॥ 
येऽमी फेचन मत्सपत्सवयसो दुर्मानसारा नराः । 
गम्भीरां सुणश्ालिनीमपि गिरं निन्दन्ति निन्दन्तु ते । 
सारासारविचारकोशळदश्चापारे परेऽवस्थिताः। 
सन्तस्सन्त्यनसूयवोऽपि यहः शंसन्ति थे uf, ॥२॥ 
अभिनिवेशवशीरुतचेतखां वहुविदामपि सम्भवति ्रमः। 
तदिह भागवतं गतमत्सरा मतमिदं विश्रान्त विपश्चितः ॥ ३॥ 
४. इह केचिद्‌ यतस्ततो5वगतकतिपयकुतककल्कविस्फूर्जित- 
विजितमनसख्यीमार्गसंरक्षणन्याजेन निजविमर्शकीशलातिशयुपः 


दर्शयन्तः परमषुरुपविरचितनिरतिदायनिःधेवसगोचरपश्चयभतन्रमामाण्ये 
विप्रतिपद्यन्ते । 


चदन्ति च। 
देघा ag प्रमाणत्वं eee a 
पकं मानान्तएपेक्षमनपेक्षमधेतरम्‌॥ 
तत्रापि t 


न तावत्पुरुषाघीनरचनं qud mft t 
आसीदति अमाणत्वमनपेक्षत्वलक्षणम्‌ 1t 


R आगमप्रामाण्यम्‌ 


पौरुपेयं हि वचः प्रमाणान्तरप्रतिपन्नवस्तूपस्थापनायोपादीयमानं 
वक्तस्तदर्थसिद्धिमनुरुध्यमानमेव प्रमाणभावमनुभवति । न च पञ्चरात्रः 
तन्रम्तिपा्मान विल क्षणदीक्षापूर्वकमगवदाराघनामिरपितस्पर्यापवर्गा- 
दिखाध्यसाधनसंयन्धं प्रत्यक्षादीन्यावेदयित्ुं मन्ते । न हि प्रत्यक्षेण 
दीक्षाराधनादीनि निरीक्षमाणास्तेषां निधेयससाधनतां प्रतिपद्यामहे । 


न चार्वाचीनाः केचिदतिमाडुपशषक्तयोऽमीषामभिलपितसाधनता- 
मध्यक्षितवन्त इति प्रमाणमस्ति, यतस्तेपामपि चश्चुरादीन्द्रियं eran 
मिन्द्रियस्वभावं नातिक्मितुसुत्सहते | 


५ agal 


अकुष्यमाणं प्रत्यक्ष दष्टमाध्रयभेदतः । 
अतस्तदाश्रये कापि धुर्व परिनितिष्ठति॥ 


सर्व हि सातिश्रयं निरतिक्षयदशामचुभवद्‌ vd वियतीव परिमाणं, 
सातिशयं च काकोळूकग्रधादिपु प्रत्य क्षमीक्षितमिति तदपि तथा भवितु- 
weft इयं च ज्ञानस्य परा काष्ठा या aha, अधिकयिपतयैव 
हि जगति जानानि परस्परमतिशेरते 1 
इत्थमैदवयवैराम्यस्ामर्थ्याद्गुणा अपि । 
निरस्तातिदायाः पुंसि कचित्सन्तीति सूरयः ॥ 

- अतो यस्यैतदखिळसुवनाचळम्विभावमेद्षा्धात्कारिमरत्यक्षे स 
तत्समीकषितदीक्षाराधनादिघर्ममाचो भगवानेवं व्याचष्टेति किमचुपपनन- 
मिति । १) २ 

६, तन्न भ्रलक्षविज्ञानमकर्पः कल्पितोऽपि वः d 
स्वगोचरमतिक्रम्य नान्यदास्कन्दितुं uu 
तथाहि 


रूपरूपितदेकार्यसमवायिएु "UNES: | 
प्रकर्षे भविछुं युको इद्यमानमकर्पवल्‌ ॥ 


आगमप्रामाध्यम El 


wm, 
इन्द्रियान्तरविज्ञानं विश्वं trate g | 
कर्थं sehr fred चोघयितु m t 
७. ag agami विद्यमानोपलम्भने । 
असति दि स्वमायानुवन्धिनि बिद्यमानोपलम्भनत्वे प्रत्यक्षतैय 
परावर्तते, न ह्यजातमतित्वृत्तं वा$वगमयदनुमानादि भत्यक्षपक्षनिक्षेपं 
क्षमते, तेन अज्ेपविपयतालक्षणभ्रत्यक्षभकपेः स्वभावनियमनतिर्मुलितोदय 
इति न ृदयमधिरोहति | 
€. इदमपि सातिशयेन निरतिशयमनुमिमानः पृष्टो व्याचष्टाम्‌ 
“aRar पव किछु तां दृशामनुमवति यतः परं न संभवति 
महिमेत्यभिनिविशसे वाळ इव स्यविरमाचम्‌”, अथैकस्मिन्‌ सातिशये 
केनाप्यन्येन निरतिदायेन भवितब्यमिति, आद्दोस्वित्समानजातीयेनान्येन 
निरतिशयद्श्यामधिरुढेन भवितव्यमिति t 
न dU कल्पः कल्पतेऽनुपलम्भतः। 
न हि ct शारावादि व्योमेथ प्राप्वैभवम्‌ ॥ 
यदि च तदेव सातिरायमसंभावनीयपरम्रकर्ष परिनितिऐेत्‌ , इन्त ? 
di घटमणिकादिना ब्रहमण्डोद्ररविवरमापूरितमिति तत्प्रतिद्दत- 
तयेतरभावमङ्गभसङ्गः | 
aia रब्धसाध्यर्वान्मध्यमः सिद्धसाधनः। 
कल्पान्तरेऽपि दुर्वारं ागुदीरितदूषणम्‌ ॥ 
विसुस्तम्भान्तरच्याक्तःस्तम्भस्सातिशयो न fü I 
दष्टपूयेस्तथाऽन्योन्यव्याघातः स्थित एव सः ॥ 
यदपि वियति परिमाणमिह निदितं तदपि विमर्शनीयमेय। 
परिमाणं हि नाम देदावच्छेदः इयत्ता परितोभाववेष्टनमिति याचत्‌। 
न च नभसि तदस्तीति कथमिव तदिह निदर्शनतया निर्दिदयते। यदि 


च ममसि तदनुमन्वीत तदपि तर्हि सम्भाव्यमानपरमकर्षमिति पुनरपि 
साध्यविकलता 1 


x आयगसप्रामाण्यम्‌ 


९, न च अतिशयेन प्रच्यक्षेण दोक्षाराधनादयो धर्मतया 
अवबोधिता इत्यपि प्रमाणमस्ति; तस्मादस्मदादिषु आलोचितपर- 
चेतनातिरेकपरिकल्पनाऽल्पीयसीति नामिप्रेतसाध्यसाघनसम्बन्धे प्रत्यक्षं 
प्रमाणे, नतरां तन्मूलतया पश्चरारस्टुतिः प्रमाणम्‌ |! 


Xo. न च करणपथदूरवर्तिनि अ्रस्तुतवस्तुन्यविनाभावावधारणा- 
धीनोदयमजुमानसुस्पत्तमळं, न ह्यदष्टचरवह्वयस्तदविनाभावितया धूम- 
मजञुसंद्धति | 

११, न चागमस्सात्वतसमयसिद्धक्रियाकलापकर्तेव्यतोपस्याएन- 
परः Read, येन तन्सूलतया QATIR: प्रमाणे स्युः! न 
सारदयमानोऽप्यलुमानगोचरः, ययैव दि तन्रम्रलिद्धदीक्ञाराधन- 
तत्फळामिमतस्वर्गादिसाध्यसाधनभावो नाजुमानगोचरः सम्बन्धाव- 
घारणविरदात्‌ , एवं तन्मूलागमोऽपि तत एव quu शक्यः । 


न चागमेनापि प्रस्तुतस्मरणमूलभूतागमावगमः सम्भवति। स हि 
द्वेधा पौरुपेयापौरुपेयमेदात्‌। 
न तावत्पौरुपेयेण वचसा तस्य सम्भवः | 
Rusga qus पुरुपा यतः ॥ 
अद्यत्वेऽपि R exact फेचिदागमिकच्छलात्‌ । 
अनागमिकमेवार्थ व्याचक्षाणा विचक्षणाः ॥ 
तदिह पञ्चरात्रधवन्दुणामपि तन्मूलभूतागमाघगमपुरः्सरी किं 
स्वनियन्धनानां वेदमूलत्त्वप्रतिज्ञा, किं घा यथारुचि रचयतां प्ररोचनाय 
तथा घचनमिति शङ्कामहे | 
तावता च प्रमाणत्वं घ्याहन्येत समीहितम्‌। 
न हि Frei: कश्चिदस्ति तादशगोचरः ॥ 


न चोपमानाचन्मूलधतिसिद्धिरसम्मवात्‌ | 
कथं हादृष्टपूर्वा सा सरदाञ्चानगोचरा ॥ 


सागमप्रोमाप्यम्‌ ^ 


न ्वार्थापक्तितस्तन्मूज्थुतिसिद्धिः, अनुपपत्त्पमावात्‌ , unu. 
न्यथा$जुपपत्त्या दि तत्कस्पना प्रादुर्मयति। स्मरन्ति f£ पश्चराप्र- 
प्रणेतारः-दीक्षाराघनादि धर्मतयाऽएकादीनिय मन्वादयः। न चानद्ुभूते 
वस्तुनि स्परणदाक्तिराविर्भयति, अज्ुभवधेन्द्रियळिङ्ग्चम्दसदृदाज्ुप- 
पद्यमानार्थपूर्वकः, teatri saa: घमाणान्तरेभ्योऽनाविर्मर्ये्रोदना- 
मेय मूळसुपकल्पयतीति । सिध्येद्प्ययं मनोरथः, यदि द्वि यथार्थत्व- 
नियमोऽचुमवानां प्रामाणिकः स्यात्‌, यदा पुनारागद्वेपामिनिवेदादि- 
दरीकतान्तःकरणानामयथार्थानुभचमाचिठा आवना स्वानुरूपाः xrdY- 
रारचयन्ति कथमिव तदा स्मरणानुपपत्तितः प्रमाणभूत थुतिरुपकल्प्येत 
अन्यथाऽपि स्मरणोपपत्तेः । 


मन्वादिस्मरणेप्विदानी का ati ag तत्रापि प्रागुक्ता युक्तयः 
पराफ्रमन्ते न WE दृष्टवतामिष्टयाधनमिति मतिरायिरस्ति । न 
'चाजुमानं, संवन्धादर्शनात्‌ , न ATR, तदुपलम्भात्‌, न चानुप- 
लब्धो5्युमातु wer, drain, न Ws eur 
निरूपणात्‌ , न च कल्पयितुं शाक्यः, अनन्तरोक्तत्वात्‌ स्प्त्यन्यथोपपत्तेः | 


बेदसंयोगिपुरुपस्मरणानुपपत्तितः 1 
"eant चेच्छुतिस्तभ ततोऽन्यध्रापि कल्प्यताम्‌ ॥ 
यतो नारदरपण्डिस्यममुखाः quida: 1 
स्मर्यन्ते queris f सं्रदायमवर्तकाः ॥ 
ततश्च । 
तुख्याक्षेपसमाधाने पक्चरात्रमनुस्म्ट्ती | 
अमाणमग्रमाणं घा स्यातां भेदो न युक्तिमान्‌ ॥ 
स्यज्यतां वा प्रमाणत्वं मन्वादिस्टतिगोचरम्‌। 
विशेषः पञ्चरास्य spent TT 
१२. स उच्यते il 
अपि वा कर्दसामान्यात्‌ प्रमाणमिति सन्नयन्‌ 
सूत्रकारः स्फुटीचक्रे eut विघक्षितम्‌॥ 


६ आगमग्रामाण्यम्‌ 


तथा हि श्रुतिविहितानामग्निद्दोतरदर्पूर्णमासज्योतिष्टोमादिकर्मणां 
स्ट्तिविदितानामएकाचमनसंभ्योपासनादिकर्मणां च पितरादयुपदिष्टत्वात्‌ 
परमहितवुद्धया नैविद्यव्यद्धानां निर्विशषेपमचुष्ठानं vu, तेन ताडराशिष्ट- 
व्रैवणिकपरिग्रहद्रढिस्ता स्पष्टटष्टाएकादिकरतव्यताप्रतीलिः स्थोपपादन- 
पटीयसी rf a मूळभूतामवलम्वते p न चैवमाचमनोपनयनादीनिच 
श्चतिविहिताग्निहोत्रादिपदार्थाचायिनस्तान्रिकाचारानुपचरतः qaam 


ध्रत्युतैनान्‌ विगहेन्ते कुर्वाणान्‌ वेदवादिनः | 
तस्मादू यत्कदसामान्यात्‌ प्रामाण्यं Sea aT I 
नैच तत्पञ्चरात्रादिवाह्यस्मरणमर्हति | 

न हि पैयर्णिकाः शिष्टास्तदुक्तार्थानुपासते ॥ 


ia. ag an श्र॒तिस्म्ृतिप्रापतशिर्ायश्ञोपवीतादिधारयद्‌- 
भिर्भागयतब्राहमणैरडरहरनुष्ठीयमानार्थत्वेन चोदनामूलच्वे संभाव्यमाने 
कथमिच परामाण्यप्रत्यनीकभूता श्रमविप्रलम्मादयः स्मरणकारणतया 
कल्प्यन्ते | 
१४. उच्यते । 
हन्तैवंचादिना साधुः प्रामाण्यमुपपादितम्‌ t 
यत्‌ औैवर्णिकविदिशदिशष्टा भागवता इति ॥ 


ag ते कथमशिष्टा ये घैयर्णिकाग्रगण्या mem 2 तन्न; तेषां 
घैवर्णिकत्वमेव नास्ति | दुरे arenas ; न दीन्द्रियसंमयोगसमनन्तरं 
केषुचिदेव देहचिरोपेछु अनुवर्तमानमन्यतो व्यावर्तभानं नरत्वातिरेकिणं 
ब्राह्मण्यं नाम जातिविरोषमपरोक्षयामः, शिखायक्ञोपचीतादयस्लु घ्राह्मणा- 
दीनां विधीयमाना न तद्धावमापादयिलुं समन्ते, भाप्यचगमयन्ति, 
meum व्यभिचारदर्शनात्‌, अतो निर्विवादसिद्धव्द्धन्यवद्दार 
घचात्रावगमनिद्ानम्‌ । 

१५. न च भागवतेडु ाह्मणापदमविराङ्गँ छौकिकाः अयुक्ते | 
भवति च मेदेन व्यपदेशः इतो prever इतो भागवता इति। स्यादेतदू 


झगमप्रामाम्यम्‌ v 


meray कुतश्चिद्‌ शुणवोगात्‌ सात्यतमागवताद्न्यपदेदाः यथा 
rr. परिद्ाजकादिदाय्दा इति तन्न । 


रुढ्या सात्त्वतशब्देन केचित्‌ फुत्सितयोनयः। 
उच्यन्ते तेषु सत्स्वेपु uen नान्यत्र uu ॥ 
झढिशक्तिप्तिद्दन्दियोगशाक्तिपरिग्रहः 1 

अयुक्त इति gram रथकारपदे यथा n 


अपरथा फथमिच श्थकारदाच्दोऽप्ययनसिदलुठ्यक्षत्वमङ्गेनापि 
aint वृत्तिमपद्दाय जातिविदोषममिनिविद्वाते । सन्ति च सात्यता 
नाम उरनयनादिसंस्कारहीना चेदयबात्यान्ययिनोऽयरजन्मानः केचिद्‌ 
यथाऽऽ RF: I 


rary जायते nem, सुधन्वाचार्य पब 'च । 
arena Praga मेत्रसात्वत पव च ॥ 
इति, 
मागचतदाय्द्श्च सात्वतेपु un इति नाव कञ्चिदू विवादः ॥ 
स्मरन्ति TI 
qam: सात्वतो नाम विष्णोरायतनानि सः | 
पूजयेदाशया राशां स तु भागवतः Sra? ॥ इति 


तथाचोदीरितमार्‍यप्रसतिठतत्युपायतयेदरमेय स्मरन्ति यदमी ह 
परत्यक्षमेच चस्वर्थमञ्ञुतिष्ठन्तो द्यन्ते ; तथा चोशाना सर्वेषां रपिशस्त्रोप- 
जीवनं आचार्यसात्त्वतयोदेवपूजनं इति, तथा oer पुराणे चिष्णो- 
शायतमानि स पूजयेदाशया cary, इति, तथाऽन्यत्रापि सात्यतामां च 
देयायतनशोधनं नैवेद्यशोधनं प्रतिमासंरद्धणम्‌ इति। 

तया चेददासंदेहव्युदासाय RAT: । 
SICUT चा प्रकाशा वा वेदितव्याः खकर्ममिः ॥ इति । 


१६. अपि 'चाचारतस्तेपामत्राह्मण्यं प्रतीयते । 
चुत्तितो देयतापूजा duet Tene, tt 


c आगमप्रामाभ्यमू 


गर्माधानादिदाहान्तसंस्कारन्तरसेवनम्‌। 
छौतक्रियाऽनचुष्ठातं दिजेस्सम्वधवर्जनम्‌ t 
इत्यादिभिरनाचारेरबाह्मण्यं सुनिर्णयम्‌। 

स्मरन्ति दि दृत्तितो देवपूजाया ब्रह्मकर्मस्मनधिकारहेतुत्वं यथा | 
येषां वंशक्रमादेव देवार्चावृत्तितो भवेत्‌ । 
तेपामध्ययने यज्ञे याजने नास्ति योग्यता ॥ इति | 

तथा च परमसंदितायां तेपामेव वचः-- 
आपद्यपि च कष्टायां भीतो वा दुगेतो$पि चा 1 
quate वृत्यर्थ देवदेवे कदाचन ॥ इति। 


यदपि समस्तविशिष्टविगर्हितनिर्माल्यधारणनैवेद्यम क्षणाद्यदुष्ठानं 
तदपि तेपामब्राह्मण्यमेघामिद्योतयति इति । 


अपि च यद्‌वलोकनादावपि विरिष्टाश्चान्द्रायणादिप्रायश्चित्तानि 
विदधति कर्थं तत्परिग्रहः श्रुतिमूलत्यमवगमयत्तीति dara: | 
स्मरन्ति हि देवळकावलोकने प्रायश्चित्तं देवलकाश्चामी देवकोशोप- 
जीवित्वादू' gerd देवपूजनात्‌ । तथा च देवलः। देवकोशोपजीवी 
यस्स देवलक उच्यते । इति, 
wur, gerit पूजयेद्देवं धीणि वर्षाणि यो fa । 
स वै देवलको नाम ead गदितः ॥ इति | 
अपि पुनर्वशशानुपरम्पर्या qada देषमाराधवम्तो tuus 
भतो देचलकत््वमकामेनाप्य भ्यज्ञुशातन्यं तथा पच । 
हवां च पण्डे च यूपं देवळके WIT! 
भुज्ञानो नेक्षयेदिमो इष्टा चान्द्रायणं चरेत्‌ ॥ 
इति प्रायश्चितं xci तथा च विशदतरममीषामेवोपग्राक्ण्यं 
aiaa । अवालुका देयलकाः कस्पदेयलका ग्रणमोग्देवळका 


SUSAN * 


भागवततृत्तिरिति चतुर्थः एते smem इति। तपा च भगवान्‌ 
व्यासः | - 
Bern Pave नक्षधग्रामपाजकाः d 
पते ब्राह्षणचण्डाला मद्दापयिकपञ्चमाः ॥ इति। 

Up जात्या कर्मणा च प्रयीमार्मादपश्रएमागयतजनपरिग्रद uq 
पक्चरात्रशास््रम्रामाण्यप्रतिक्षेपाय पर्यातो eur 

तथा हि। 

१७. विदयादाध्यालितं नम्रं न मानं पुण्यपापयोः 1 

भयीवाहीर्गुदीतत्वाच चैत्यवन्दनवाक्ययत्‌ ॥ 

अपि च तेषां चयीमार्ग्यागपुरस्सरः सर्वधर्मापदेदा इति स्ववाक्या- 
न्येच उपस्यापयन्ति चतुर्षु येदेघु परं थेयो$ळब्घ्या शाण्डिल्य gi 
शाखमधीतयान्‌ इत्यादीनि तदिद कर्थं चतुर्णामपि वेदानां निध्रेयस- 
साधनावयोधकत्वस्युदासेन आरभमाणः तत्मसादावगतमर्थ पुमर्थतया 
कथयवीत्युत्मेश्येत । 

मन्वादयो दवि विवद्ितलकलसमीदितखाधनाववोधकमागमै कमूल- 
ARITA exact । 

चेक्रो$खिळो wigs स्सृतिशीले च तद्विदाम्‌ t 
श्रुतिस्मृतिविहितो धर्मः । स सर्वोऽभिहितो वेदे सर्वैक्ञानमयो हि 
w इति च। 

(१) यदपरम्‌ उपनयनादिसंस्छतानामधिहृतानां च अग्निहोत्रादिः 
समस्तपेदिककर्मखु पुनरपि भगवदाराधनाधिकारसिद्धये दीक्षालक्षण- 
संस्कारवर्णनं तदवेदिक्रतामेवानुकारयति, यैदिकत्वे दि तैरेव संस्कारैः 
भेगवदाराधनादावप्यधिक्तियेरन्‌। 

(२) यदपि धमेममाणतया समस्तास्निकजनपरिग्रहीतेपु apie. 
विद्यास्यानेप्वपरिगणनं तदप्ययेदिकत्ये लिङ्गम्‌ अन्यथा हीदमपि 
तदन्यतमत्वेन Waal न च स्मर्यते, तदवसीयते अयैदिकमेवेद 


पश्चरात्रस्सरणमिति 1 
2 


d आगमप्रामाण्यम्‌ 


(3) अत एव च भगवता वाद्रायणेन अयीमार्गप्रत्यनीकभूतकण- 
भुगक्षचरणसुगतमतादिवाह्यसमयनिरासावसरे5स्थ तन््स्य निराखः। 
serere, इति i N 

त्रयीविदामित्यमसङ्ग्रहेण तथा त्रयीवाह्मपरिग्रहेण 1 
; अनन्तरोक्तेरपि हेतुभिस्तन्न मानवादिसरणेस्समानम्‌ ॥ 


१८. qa सति यान्यपि लोकं व्यामोदयितु विदयेपणोव्याटन- 
वशीकरणादिश्चद्रविद्याधायमेच  यहुळझुपदिदाद्भिर्भगवदाराधनादि* 
कतिपयवैदिककर्माणि ' पाञ्चरातिकैर्ति्दिदयन्ते तान्यजुपयोग्यान्य- 
विस्रम्भणीयानि च श्वरतिनिक्षित्तक्षीरवदिति मन्यामहे । 

O `` जतो न वेदमूलस्वं पञ्चराधस्य युज्यते । 

. प्रामाण्य प्रतिपद्येत येन मन्यादिशास्त्रवत्‌ ॥ 

` अन्न फश्चिदाह कामं कक्ष्यान्तरितभामाण्येु मन्यादिस्मरगेचु 
कारणतया वेदाः परिकस्प्यन्तां, पश्चरात्रस्मरणस्य तु किं वेदेन 
तन्मूळतयाऽचळम्वितेन वेदानामपि यदञुमवनिवन्धनं भामाण्यं at 
पव fe पेञ्चरात्रस्परणस्य विदान, न ag तुल्यमूळयोरएकाचमन- 
स्मरणयोरमिथोमूळमूळिमावः | 

,  परस्परमपेक्षेते लुब्यकक्ष्ये न हि स्ती! 

' ' पश्चरात्रथुती तदश्नापेक्षेते परस्परम्‌॥ 

. o. चेदमूलत्वद्दानेन पञ्चरात्रेऽवसीदति। 
Uo फुतस्तन्मूलताहानादागमो नावसीदति ॥ 


*, १९. आह किमेवं वेदा अपि पुरुपालुभवाधीनप्रामाण्याः teeta 
एच कस्संदायः, are हि पराधीनरचनत्वस्वभावमुपछभ्यमानं 
फथमपरथाऽवति्ठेत वेदनाश्लो wae महिमा यत्केनचिद्‌ 
असन्टन्धोऽपि घाक्यत्वेनावतिष्ठत इति चेत्‌, इन्त तर्हि taafi 
queni मदिम्य यज्ञ्यलनमन्वरेणाप्यडुच्छिश्चसत्तानो गयनवळमधि- 
रोदतीति किमिति न स्यात्‌! . 


भागमप्रामाप्पस ११ 


२०. ag कथमतिकान्तमानान्तरावतारे at ग्रन्थः सन्दभ्यते, 
मैवं यतस्सहजसंवेदनसाक्षात्छतधर्माधम एव भगवान, जगदनुकम्पया 
चेदनामानं प्रन्यमारचयतीति 1 


tad 


२१. किमस्ति धर्माधर्मगोचरमपि प्रत्यक्षं, वाढे कथमन्यथा ag- 
भुवनादिकार्यमुपजनयति, स हि तत्र कर्ता भचति यो यस्योपादानमुप- 
करणञ्च साक्ात्कर्चु मवति घर्माधर्मो च जगदुपकरणमि ति मीमांसकाना- 


मपि सम्मतमेय। अतस्तत्साद्षात्कारी कोऽष्याश्चणीयः स च वेदानादौ 
निरमिम्रीतेति। 


२२. यस्तु घते गिरिभुवनादयो भावा न कार्या इति प्रति- 
मूयादेनम्‌। 
विवादगोचय भावाः कार्या विश्वम्भसद्यः i } 
विचित्रसक्निवेश्वत्वाचररेन्द्रभवनादिवत्‌ t 
तथा सावयवत्वेन विनाशो$प्यवसीयते ॥ 
विनद्यन्ति च ये भावास्ते तत्साधनवेदिना | 
विनाइयन्ते यथा तज्जैरस्माभिः करकादयः॥ 
ये पुनरपरिडष्टबुद्धिमदधिष्ठानतरपतनादिदाकलिता भायाः तेऽपि 
विमत्याक्रान्ता इति नानैकान्तिकत्वमावहन्ति। fir 
* महत्तया सनाथेन स्पन्दमानत्वहेतुना | 
उत्पत्तिभड्ठी भावानामजुमातुमिहोचिती ॥ 
तदेवस्ुदीरितिन्यायप्रसिद्धे विश्वम्मरादिकार्यव्वे सिध्यत्येच भगवत- 
स्तदुपफरणधर्माघ्मसाक्षात्कारित्वम्‌। तथा हि । 
बिवादाष्यासिता भावा येऽमी भूभूघरादयः | 
ते यथोक्तावबोघेन कर्जा केनापि निर्मिताः ॥ 
उत्पत्तिनाराभामिस्वाद्दुत्पत्तिचिनादावदू 1 
=e तत्तारशा कर्ता निर्मिमत तद्यथा सुहम्‌॥ 


१२ आगमप्रामाप्यम्‌ 


२३. न च aed कर्भणामेव arama पुरुपसमीहितानि 
सम्पादयतामन्तरा नम्तरीयकं तडुसुवनादिकार्यनिर्माणमिति यतश्चेतना- 
नघिष्ठितानि तानि न कार्याणि जनयिततुसुत्सहन्ते अचेतनत्वाद्‌ 
वासीवत्‌, न हि चेतनेन तद्णाऽनथिछिता चासी स्वयमेव यूपादी- 
न्यापादयितुमलम्‌। 

न चापूर्वाण्यिधिष्ठाय वयं निर्मातुमीश्वराः। 
. न हि कर्मोदयात्‌ पूर्व renes क्षम्रामहे ॥ 

उक्तं हि उपादानोपकरणसाक्षात्कारिंण पव तन तज कर्चृत्वमिति। 

न च कर्मजन्यापूर्वसाक्षात्काराक्षमः are: कश्चित्‌ प्रज्ञायते 
प्रतिक्षायते या, अतः केत्रहलदुपभोगतत्साधनधर्माधर्मादिनिखिललोकाव- 
लछोकनचतुरः कोऽपि निरतिशयशाक्तिचेचित्र्यः पुरुपोभ्युपगन्तव्यः तस्य 
चाप्रतिघश्षानत्वादयस्सहजाः | 

यथाऽऽहुः। 

श्ञानमप्रतिघे qur quura; जगत्पतेः | 
adip धर्मश्च enfer चत्यम्‌ ॥ इति! 

इममेवार्थ मत्रार्थेवादेतिदासपुराणवादा उपोद्वलयन्ति धावाषथिवी 
जनयन देव एकः 1 प्रजापतिर्वेदानस्टजत । इत्येघमादयः 1 

स 'चार्यांमादिकाठे भगवान, ब्रीननिखिउकरणकळेवसादिमोगोप- 
करणदेतनेत{रायमाणजीवजालावलोकनननितमहर्चञ्रदः सकलमपि 
जगदुपजनय्य वदभिलवितसमस्तसासारिकसम्पत्माप्युणयमकाशन- 
aget घयीमेकतो निर्माय पुनरपि विविधडुरितपरम्पराकीणमवार्णव- 

frais अवलोकयन्‌ परमकरुणतया तप्तमानसः परमनिधेयस- 
साधनस्वाराधानावयोघसाघनीमूताः पञ्चराघ्रसंहिताः सनत्कुमार 


Tuum 
dum दि जडाखयेव घेतना अपि करणकटेवराविद्ध्ा hant नामूवच्रिति 
ते चेतनेतरायमाणा इत्युच्यन्ते । 


भागमप्रामाभ्यम्‌ 


n 


नारदादिभ्यो ऽभ्ययोचदिति ieme तग्प्राणि 


कथमिव यारदातारदामन्दादिस्मरणगोष्टीमधितिष्टन्ति ! 


२४. स्यादेवं यदि वेदानां निर्माताऽपि प्रमाणतः | 
कुतश्चिदुपलभ्येत न 'चासायुपटम्यते ॥ 
न च वाक्यत्वलिद्वेन वेदकारोऽनुमीयते । 
अमिम्रेतबिशषाणां विपर्यासप्रसङ्गतः | 
arri दि यत्‌ पराधीनरचनं संप्रडशश्‍्यते i 
शरीरिणव तत्सर्थसुच्यमानं विलोक्यते । 
पुण्यपापनिमित्तञ्च शारीरे सर्यदेदिनाम्‌॥ 
एवं पुण्येतराघीनसुखदु*खस्य देहिनः 1 
अनीश्वरस्य निर्माणं वाफ्यत्वमतुमापयेत्‌ t 
अपि चैवं प्रमाणत्यं वेदानामपि gown i 
न हि मातान्तरापूर्ये it तस्यास्ति सम्मवः t 


२५, ननु कथ मानान्तरापूर्यो धर्मः, उक्तं दि साक्षात्करोति 


धर्माधर्म कथमन्यथा तदुपकरणं जगञ्चनयति इति, 


aagi gath तदू विश्वस्य जगतो न द्वि। 
विते कोऽपि निर्माता येनेवमपि कल्प्यते n 
विचित्रसक्निवेश्वत्ययुक्तधा यद्‌पिं साधित्तम्‌। 
सघोच्यते चिघा भावा लोकिकेः परिलोकिताः ॥ 
भत्यक्षदएकर्तारः केचिदेते wan: d 
अवियमान निर्माणास्तथाऽन्ये गगनाद्यः it 
सन्दिह्ममाननिर्माणाः फेचिद्‌ विश्वम्भरादयः। 


तत्र मथमसन्ददिवरादिद्वयेऽनचकाशा एषेश्वरव्यापारः। अद्यवदेय 
विश्वम्भरादयः फ्रमपाप्तागन्तुकोपचयापचययोने युगपदुद॒यविल्य- 
भागिमः। ईदृश्ोत्पत्तिमङ्गौ मीमांसकानामपि सम्मतावेधेति सिद्ध- 


साघनत्वम्‌। 
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* वुद्धिमत्कर्वृता याऽपि प्रयासेन समर्थिता। 
साध्यते साऽपि सिद्धैव ; बुद्धिमन्तो दि चेतना: n 
यामादिमिः स्यभोगाय तत्तदुत्पादयन्ति नः ॥ 
युक्तश्चोभयसिद्धानां तघाधिष्टानकदपनम्‌ 1 
aaa यागदानादि साक्षात्कर्च समा यतः ॥ 
कर्मणः शक्तिरूपं यदपूर्वादिपदास्पदम्‌। 
मा भूत्‌ प्रत्यक्षता तस्य किं तेनाध्यक्षितेन नः ॥ 


२६, न खलु कुलालादयः कुम्भादिकार्यमारिप्समानःः तदुषादानो- 
पकरणभूतशृद्दण्डचक्रा दिकार्योत्पादन शक्तिं साक्षात्कृत्य तच्तदारभन्ते | 


यदि परं राक्तिमविदुषामभिलपितसाधनाय तदुएादानादि- 
व्यवद्दारोऽनुपपन्नः इह तु निल्यागमजन्मना प्रत्ययेन संप्त्याकलित- 
यागादितत्तदुत्पादनपाटवाः पुरुपास्तैरेव विश्वम्भरादिभावनाविः 
भावयन्ति, E 
तथा च प्रत्यक्षपरातिकरणः कर्मकरण प्रवीणो मेवान्यः क्षम इति 
'च नास्त्य नियमः) 
अपदयच्नेवायं प्रतिकरणे स्वात्ममनसि | 
नञ ज्ञाने कर्ता भवति पुरुपस्तत्कथमिय ॥ 


२७. विनाशीदं विश्वं जगदचयवित्यादिति च यत्‌। 
थलीयःप्रत्यद्षप्रतिद्तमुखत्वेन तदसत्‌ il 
ख cart मेसर्दिवसक्रविम्यञ्च तदिदम्‌। 
घरित्री सैवेति स्फुटमिह यतो धीरुदयते ॥ 
erae हि vaka समस्तकालसम्वन्धमेषामघयमयिदुं सन्ति 
हि पूोपरकाळयोरपि aem: gen: आदुःपन्ति येपामोदृशप्रत्ययाः) 
प्रयोगश्च अवति t $ 
, महीदोलपठङादिमत्यभिश्रानवन्नरः । 
अतीतकालः फाळत्वादिदानीन्तनकालयत्‌ ॥ 
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तातप्यविशेषेणोपस्थापयतीति। न च तावतातिप्रसङ्गः । भमाणान्वर- 
गोचरे दि लिङ्गिनि लिङ्गवळादापततो विएरीतविशेषाँस्तत्ममाणमेव 
प्रतिरुणद्धि | अत्र पुनरतिपतितमानान्वरकर्सभावे भगवति सिपाधयिपिते, 
यावन्तोऽन्ययच्यतिरेकावधारिताविन्ामावभाजो धर्मास्तानप्यविरोषेणोप- 
स्थापयतीति । तथा च आङ्गणनिकडवर्तिदू्चाङ्कपदिप्यनवसितपुरुप- 
व्यापारजन्मस्वनेकान्तः, तत्राप्यतीन्द्रियपुरुपाधिष्ठानफल्पना कल्पना- 
मात्रमेव | 


३०. क्क वा देशे तिष्ठक्ननवरततृप्तः किमिति ar 
कदा चा निएशेप्जनयति तदेतद्विसुदालु ॥ 
कचित्तिष्ठलिष्टं किमपि फलसुद्दिश्य करणीः 
कदाचियत्किञ्चिज्ञनयति कुलालाद्रिखिलः ॥ 
कृतार्थत्वात्ीडा न च भवति हेतुर्यदि ag 
स्वभावः caret प्रकटितमहो सम्प्रति विभोः ॥ 
अभिप्रेतं किश्चिद्यदयमसमीद्येव कुरुते । 
जगज्न्मस्थेमप्रविलयमहायासमवदाः |l 
अघ्कम्पापयुक्तेन खुज्यमानाश्च जन्तवः । 
Shan? किन्न रूज्यन्ते । तत्कमापिक्षया यदि ॥ 
सतः स्वतः्जतादानिः | किञ्च तैरेव हेतुभिः । 
उपपच्ञेऽपि वैचित्ये किं तत्कन्पनयाऽनया ॥ 

अत्तो नास्ति MEN: पुरपः यस्लमस्तजगिर्माणक्षमः साक्षात्हत- 

घर्माधर्मो वेदानारचयति 1 


३१, अपि च यदि वेदाः केनचिदरज्यन्त ततस्तेनामी विरचिता 
इति तस्कर्ता स्मर्येत । न च जीर्णकूपादाविवास्मरणं युक्ते, युज्यते fü 
तत्र प्रयोजनाभावात्‌ कर्तुरस्मरणं, वेदे त्वनेकद्रव्यत्यागात्मकवदुत्तरावाल- 
साध्यानि कर्माणि प्रत्ययिततरनिर्मादृस्मरणमन्तरेण के घा gR, 
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तथा हि नित्या वेदाः अस्र्यमाणस्मरणाईकर्चुकत्वाद्‌ ये यथोक्तसाध्या न 
भवन्ति ते यथोक्तसाघना अपि न मवन्ति यथा भारतादयः, अमी तु 
यथोक्तसाघना इति यथोक्तसाध्या पव, तस्मादपीरुपेया वेदा इति, 
स्यसिद्ान्ताभिनियेदाव्यामुग्धवुद्धिभिरमिदितमिदं यदनुमवनिषन्धनं 
Imm तदनुभवनिवत्धनं पश्चरावभामाण्यमिति | 


३२. ag च किमिदमपौरुपेयत्वं वेदानां, यदि नित्यवर्णारन्घत्व 
समानमिदँ पञ्चरात्रतन्राण्पम्‌। अथ पदानां नित्यता, सापि समानैय, न 
चाजुपूर्वीनित्यता, न हि नित्पानामानुपूर्वी स्वभाव उपपद्यते, उघ्चारणाचु- 
पूर्व्यादानुपूर्वी चर्णानामिति चेत्‌ खा तर्हि तदनित्यत्वादेव अनित्येति कः 
खलु घिशेपः पञ्चराधश्रुत्योः । 

अयमेव विशेषो यदेकध स्वतन्त्र एव पुरुपस्तां तामाजुपूवी रचयति 
इतर परतन्मो नियमेन पूर्वाध्येसिद्धामेव विवक्षति, कमावान्तरजातिश्च 
अत्यभिक्षावळप्तिछिता नापळापमहतीत्यल॑ अविस्तरेण t 


३३. feat न विळक्षणपुरुपानुभवनिवन्धनघामाण्यचर्णनं 
साधीय इति | 
यतो न साक्षात्टतपुण्यपापः पुमान्‌ प्रमाणप्रतिपक्नसत्त्वः । 
अतो जगन्मोहयिहुं प्रणीतं ator केनापि हि तत्ममेतत्‌ t 


३४, ag च फेचलतर्कवलादयं यदि सिपाधयिषापद्मीश्वरः 1 
भवतु नाम तथा सति दूषणं थुतिशिरःप्रमितो हि adore n 
यदा तु सकलभुवननिर्माणक्षमसवैज्ञसर्वेश्वरपरमपुरुपमतिपाद- 
कानि नित्त्वागमपचनान्येच घडुळमुपलभ्यन्ते कथं तदा तदनुभवमूछ- 
स्मरणभामाण्यानद्वीकरणम्‌ I 


३५. न च परिनिष्ठितवस्तुमोचरतया तानि प्रमाणमर्यादामति- 
पतन्ति तादृदामपि प्रमाणान्तरसंमेदातिदूरयोचराणां पोरुपेयवचसां 
स्वरससमासा दितप्रामाण्यवारणायोगात्‌ | 

3 
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Tg च सिद्धे वस्तुनि खाधकनाधकयोरन्यतरोपनिपातसम्भयप्रसक्तेः 
र्भाविताजुवादविपर्ययपर्यालोचनया तद्वोचरबचसः प्रामाण्यप्रच्युतिः ¬ 
कारयनिष्ठस्यापि तत्सङ्गात्‌, कार्यमपि हि मानान्तरवेद्यमेव लौकिकं 
समिदाहरणादि, सच्च मानान्तरेणापि वेद्यमोदनपाकबदिस्यभ्युपयमात्‌। 
अथ विलक्षणाञ्निहोचादिविषयकार्य स्यासम्भावितमानान्तरतया तत्मति- 
ARIK अमाणं, हन्त तर्हि निरतिशयाववोधेश्वर्यमहानन्दलन्दोहयपुषि 
भगवति न मानान्तरगत्धलम्वन्ध इति सर्व समानमन्यधामि निवेशात्‌ | 
अपि च धवृत्तप्रमाणान्तरमपि स्वगोचरं तद्गोचरतया नावभासयतीति 
परमपि प्रमाणमेव कुतस्तडुपनिपातसम्भावनयाऽचुवादत्वम्‌। कथं घा 
प्रत्यस्तमितसमस्तपुरुपाशयदोपखंस्पदो नित्यागमभ्ुवः † प्रत्ययस्य 
ूर्वोपमदैकतयोन्रीयमानस्य सम्माव्यमानविविधविद्ठुयैः प्रमाणान्तरे- 
रपवादांपादनमिति यत्किञ्चिदेतत्‌। 

इत्थञ्च ' श्रतिशतसमधिगतविविधवोधैद्षवर्यादिवेभवे भगवति 
सामान्यदर्शनावसितासार्वशष्यवि्रहवत्तादयो दोषा नावकाद्रामइनुचते 
हुतभुजीव Bear: | 
ततश्च । 
Rfi प्रसिद्धेन adada निर्मितम्‌। 
ant मिथ्येति यक्तं नः कथं जिह्वा प्रवर्तते ॥ 
अहो मन्दस्य मीमां साश्चप्रददानिर्विज्चुम्मते 1 
मीमांसामांसळं चेतः कथमित्थं प्रमाद्यति ॥ 
कार्ये मानान्तरापूर्वे समस्तं वैदिकं वचः 
"~ ` प्रमाणमिति हि urgr: मन्यन्ते मान्यघुद्धयः ॥ 
पदानां तत्परत्वेन व्युत्पत्तेरवघारणात्‌। 
न खर्वन्यपरे शाब्दे व्युत्पत्तेरस्ति सम्मयः ॥ 
तथा हि वृुद्धयोवर्ययहरतोरेकतरवदययुकतदान्दक्चयणसमनन्तर- 
जनितान्यतसवृद्धसमवेतचेषटा gr अन्यथाजुपपत्योश्नीयमाना शाब्द” 


Tiefe: 
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शक्तिस्तदुषपादककार्यपर्यचसायिन्येचायसीयते, प्रतीता दि स्वकार्यसन्ताने 
कार्यसंविदेव तत्तदिशिएयेष्टादेतुतया। तदयमिदापि ताटी पुत्ति 
पददयन्षेचमाकलयति नूनमितस्सकादादस्य कार्यसंविदाबिरासीत्‌ यदय- 
Ragat wade इति, एवं च समस्तन्ययहारानुगतप्रदृत्तिनिमित्तकार्यं- 
अतिपादनपरतयग व्युत्पक्षे शब्दे यत्पदायापोद्धारा डुयायिनो येऽर्थभागास्ते 
अथमाचगतप्रघानभूतकार्याचुशुणतया तेस्तैरमिघीयन्ते इत्यध्यवस्पति 

तत्र च लिङ्गादयोऽव्यभिचरिंतकार्यसंविदः फार्यदारीरमेच साक्षा- 
त्समर्पयन्ति तिङादयस्तुः तदपेद्षिताधिकाराद्यनुवन्यभतिपादेनसुखेन 
तत्समन्वयमञुभवन्तीति | 


३७. न च पुत्रजननादिस्वरूपावेदनपर्यवसायिनः पदनिचयस्या- 
विरलपुटकोदयवदन विकासादि भिरभिमतसुतअन्मादिप्रतिपादनश्चक्तिनिः 
खयः ; अजातातिदृत्तपर्युत्पन्नविविधहर्हेतू पनिपाते ऽयमसुनेति नि धृत्य 
प्रतिपत्तुमशक्यत्वात्‌ | 

पतेन व्युर्पन्नेतरपदसमभिव्याहृतवर्तमाननिदेदोऽपि कार्यदम्पर्य- 
विशहितपदश्चक्तितिश्चयप्रतिविधिरनुसंघातच्पः। 


३८. पदान्तराणि यार्कि व्युत्पद्यन्ते च तादृशम्‌ t 
इदञ्च पदमित्येच तत्र व्युत्पद्यते नरः ॥ 
तानि कार्यान्वितस्वार्थयोधकानीति साधितम्‌ 1 
अथ तदूवुद्धिहेतुत्वात्‌ प्रामाण्यं भूतगोचरम्‌॥ 
इच्यते तदनेकान्तं पदेप्विति न शोभते । 
अथ तत्परता हेतुस्ततक्च स्यादसिद्धता ॥ 
न ह्यकार्थरूपे धस्तुनि aft शाम्दी ah अर्दवस्यति t 
याः पुनर्लोकिकराम्द्धचणसमनन्तपभाविन्योऽन्वयावगतयस्ता 
आजुमातिक्योऽमिदिताः न शाब्य इत्युपपद्यत एव तासामतंत्पर्यव- 
सानम्‌। ae 
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३९. यदि तत्परताग्राहः शब्दानां नेव विद्यते । 

अझिहोचं जुहोतीति विधिः कसाडुपेयते ॥ 
' अथ तत्र भमाणत्वे संवृत्तेपि च तावता । 

पुरुपार्थत्वलाभाय विधिरम्युपगम्यते ॥ 
agaa माणानां प्रयोजनवशालुगा | 
safe: किन्तु तन्मूलः प्रयोजनपरिग्रहः ॥ 

न खल कनाकमभिलपतः शिळावलोकनमनभिमतमिति कनकाच- 

BAAS SAAT Aa | 

तात्पर्यमेव शब्दांना यावत्कार्य न फल्पितम्‌। 
न तावद्वतेमामादि निर्देशे विधिकल्पनम्‌ ॥ 


४०. एवञ्चोपलिपदामपि तनतत्रान्नायमानक्षानोपासनादिविधिशेष 
तयाऽर्थो व्याकरणीयः, तदयमर्थः सवैज्ञमानन्दमात्मनं जानीयात्‌ इति। 

न च तावता स्वरूपमपि सिध्यतीत्यध्यवसेयम्‌ असत्येव रूपे 
तादशि तथा विघानोपपत्तेः | ययैतदपितर्येच पितरं जानीयादिति तथा 
qayu ओङ्कार उद्गीथविधानमिति। (छा. १-५) 

यानि पुवरात्मसत्यत्वनित्यत्ववादीति वाक्यानि तान्यविशेषित- 
काळकमैविधानाक्षिप्यमाणाछु प्मिकफलमोगोचितचेतनकर्दमरतिपादन- 
पराणि अतो न किञ्चिदपि बचो gast प्रमाणम्‌ | 

भतः *सर्वार्थचादानामपि परिनिधितर्ट्ररोदनादिम्रतिपादनपरता- 
यारणोपपादनेन विदूरतरवत्तिविधिपदान्वयस्ताचकतयाऽपि प्रददितः। 


: 1 
४१. तस्मादपर्याळो चितपूर्चापरपदतात्पर्याणामापातायातश्द्धाविर- 
चितविभ्रदोऽयसु्रादितः पुरुष इत्यलमतिविस्तरेण | 


* ४२. सिद्धमिदं न श्रतितोऽप्यभिम्रपुरुपातिश्ञयः सिघ्यतीति 1 


* अत एवार्यवादानासमीति पा. 1 


ARETE Rx 


अपि च भवतु भूतमपि वस्तु creer विषयः, अथ च कथमिव 
चोदनाजनितधियमवधाीर्य धर्माचमों विजानाति कश्चिदित्यभ्युपेयते । 
wane हि प्रसिद्वैरेव प्रमाणः यथायथमर्थानवगच्छतोऽपि संगच्छते, 
न हि तदस्ति वचनं यदस्य प्रसिद्धवुड्युत्पादनहेतुद्दानमुखेन iet 
शापयति। । 


यद्यपि किञ्चिदभविप्यत्त्‌, तथाऽपि परस्परान्वयाचुचितपदार्थ- 

तयाऽर्थचादतयैच समर्थनीयम्‌ । प्रमाणान्तरायगतयोग्यतादिपुरस्लरी 
पदेभ्यो वाक्यार्थबुद्धिरुपजायमाना ग्रथमतरनिपतितापेक्षितम्रमाणान्तर- 
विरोधे कथमिव अनिमच्ुमचतीति सम्माचयामः t 

प्रत्यद्वादिम्रतिक्षि्योचरं घचनं यदि । 

प्रमाणे को जु तादात्म्ये विहन्त्यादित्ययूपयोः n 

अपि चास्ति नरः कश्चित्‌ ताडशातिशयाश्रयः | 

सिपाथयि पितद्रन्थघामाष्यस्य किमागतम्‌ tt 


४३. ag च ताष्टशपुरुपेण विरचितमिदमिति पक्चरान्नगोन्नानु- 
सारिणः स्मरन्ति। पाशुपता या वित्न स्मरन्ति? तेऽपि agda- 
दशषमखिलजगदभ्यक्षमाचक्चते | तथाऽन्येऽपि। 

न च Bush uda विरुद्धार्थोपदेशाजुपपत्तेः। 

थ पब च वादिनामेकस्य वादिनः adalat हेतुर्भवति ख 
सर्वेषां साधारणः तदिह वहुषु परस्परविरुद्धमर्थमदमदमिवयोप दिशात्लु 
कतमं सर्ये्ञमध्यवसामः। 

यथाऽऽह । . 
खर्षशेषु च भूयस्सु विरुद्धार्थोपदेरिघु i 

o तुल्यहेतुषु aig फो नामैको निरूप्यताम्‌ t 
E RN 

wana सयेशपरिकल्पनम्‌ । ' 
परस्परपतीघातात्सर्वाप्रामाण्यमावहेत्‌ ॥ 


१२ 


थगमरगरामाभ्यम्‌ 


४४, ag, ्॒तिस्मृतिमसिद्धेन वासुदेवेन भाषितम्‌ 1 


"कर्थ तग्प्ान्तौःरेतत्‌ gerne नि षेयते ॥ 


तथा हि पौरुषे सकते थूयते तस्य ora) 
पद्भघां भूमिर्दि्इोत्रादित्यादीदं तथा परम्‌ t 
सर्याचन्द्रमसी धाता यथापूर्वमकल्पयत्‌ इति, 1 


` तधा स ब्रह्मा स शिव इति, तद्विष्णोः परमं पदम्‌। 


न तस्य कश्चित्‌ पतिरस्नि लोके 

न चेशिता तस्य च नैव लिद्ठम्‌। 

इतीरयन्ति शुतयो$स्य भूतिं 

जगज्ञनिस्थेमपिघानचिन्हाम्‌ ॥ 
विष्णोस्सकाशादुद्ूतं नगत्तमेव च स्थितम्‌। 
स्वितिसंयमकर्ता$सावित्याद स्म पराशरः ॥ 
इत्थं तमेव सर्वेश मनुरप्पाह तद्यथा | 
“ नारायणः परो$व्यक्तादण्डमव्यक्तसम्मवम्‌ । ” इति, 
इत्थं नानाश्चुतिमुनिवचस्सन्ततस्तृयमान- 
mimi: परमपुरुषः पञ्चपात्रं equa । 
तथ्ेदेतच्छुतिपथपरिश्रएतम्ः समानं 
पाठत्वेन प्रसजति तदा सोमपस्ते gat: ॥ 
Bassa: किमङ्ग sifag भगवतो न प्रसिद्धा REJE- 
जञाने दयर्यादिधर्माखिपुरविअयिनस्तेन यत्किस्चिदेतत्‌ | 
यद्वा देवस्स पव त्रिभुवनभवनत्राणविध्वंसद्देतः । 
वेदान्तैकग्रमाणः कथयति स कथं वेदगोष्ठीयहि'छम्‌ ॥ 


vu, तथा हि भगवतः ugh सार्वक्ष्यसरवैश्वयविदिकाः 


YAN ASRS TT Tee सर्ववित्‌ । तमीश्वराणां परमं 
महेश्वरम्‌ इत्याद्याः | 


7 समान इति विपरिणम्यालुपद्गः । 
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सर्यमेश्वरदाध्दौ च नतें देवात्पिनाकिनः à 
उत्पत्तिशाक्तया वर्तेते सत्यप्यन्यतर †तद्वति ॥ 
fea सर्यशदाष्देन edi प्रतिपादिते । 
Qaradi प्रसज्येत auf Euer वः ॥ 
अतः खर्वेशदाब्दोऽयं महादेयेकगोचरः । 
तथा च स्कन्दलिङ्गादिपुराणानि पिनाकिनः ॥ 
उपश्षीणानि साषेशयसपेश्वर्यापपादने | 

ततश्च तत्प्रणीतत्वाव्‌ प्रामाण्यमनया दिदा ॥ 
ord Ud aei तत्रान्योन्यविरोधतः 1 
सर्वेतन्त्रप्रमाणत्वविपर्यासः प्रसज्यते ॥ 


४६, अपि च wag भगवान्‌ वासुदेव एवोपनिपदः पुरुपः, अथ 
च स कथमिव श्रुतिपरिषन्यितन्ममेतत्मणयेतेत्युत्मेश्येत य cea 
“श्रुतिस्मृती ममैवाश्ने ” इति ततश्च । 
यासुदेवाभिधानेन केनचिदू विप्रलिप्सुना । 
प्रणीतं sega तन्रमिति frat वयम्‌ ॥ 
अस्तु धा समस्तजगदध्यक्षो बासुदेव पवास्य gener प्रणेता 
तथाऽपि i 
मायामोद्दनविश्रहेण हरिणा Saget संदतिम्‌ | 
wa मोहयताऽदितान्यमिद्दिताम्याददितच्छयमना ॥ 
ad fra नयन्नयन्निजमहामायारुहागद्रम्‌। 
erg, किमिदं न घेति विशये जाते कथं निर्णयः ॥ 
प्रत्युत भ्रमय्रश्नेव व्याजहारेति गम्यते । 
ये दिकैरणहदीतच्वात्‌ तथा5ईतमर्त यथा ॥ 
वैदिकापरिग्रद्च मागेच अपञ्चित इति, qure स्वतन्त्रानुभवमूल- 
तया रमाणम्‌ t 


त सवेस्ञादिनामवल्यपि । 


av भषागमप्रामाण्यमू 


४७, नापि मन्वादिस्परणवदिस्यनुपयक्षं पञ्चरा्स्मरणम्‌ 1 
यदि मन्वादिवद्देवः शुथूपापरितोपितात्‌। 
आचार्याहब्यवेदा्थस्तन्रमेतदचीङ्कुपत्‌ n 
स्वातन्त््यकस्पनाऽसुष्य व्यर्था मिथ्या तथा सति। 
अनघीतोऽपि पेत्रोऽस्य प्रतिमातीत्यलीकिङम्‌ ॥ 
अप्र वात्तिकारेण थे दोपास्समुदीरिताः | 
ते च सर्वेऽनुसंघेयाः पुरुपातिश्ञयादयः n 


४८, किञ्च । 
शेवं maira वौद्वमप्यार्दतं तथा । 
कापालं पञ्चरापरञ्चेच्येवं पापण्डतास्मृतेः ॥ 
*' * Sek afe चेति विमागकरणादपि 1 
गम्यते पञ्चरात्रस्य पेदयाह्यत्वनिञ्चयः ॥ 
3rd ogai dini लागडञ्च चघुर्विधम । 
wate: aga: सङ्करं न समाचरेत्‌ ॥ इति, t 


ani 
* can भागयतं चैव ead च त्रिधा मतम्‌। 
इत्येवं तत्र मेदोक्तिः पञ्चरात्रेऽपि दद्दयते ॥ 
i EE - 


Bi. ` किऽच । 
श्रुतिस्हतिपरतिक्षिप्तजीवजन्मादिगोचरम्‌। 
न्यायद्दीने चचस्तथ्यमिति great] महत्त ॥ 
तथा च श्रुतिः अविनाशी वा अरेऽयमात्मा अज्ञच्छित्तिधर्मा 
माचासंँसर्गस्तस्य भवति इति तथा जीवापेत याच किलेदम्म्रियते न 
जीवो प्रियते इति । 
स्यादेतत्‌ उच्छेदाभावमात्रपतिपादकमेतद्वचनं न जन्माभावमवः 
गमयतीति ! 
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न, अडुस्छेदाभिधानेन जन्माभाघोऽवसीयते । । 
न हास्ति संभवो भावो जातो नैव क्षरेदिति॥ _ 
aJ, , 

सदेव सौम्येदरमिति सदेकत्यावघारणात्‌। ` 

घ्राक्ख्टिकालाजीवानामभावोऽध्यवसीयते ॥ 

यदि जीवाः पृथग्भूताः प्राक्‌ सृष्टेः स्युः परात्मवत्‌ | 

कथमेतत्सदेवेति तदेकत्वावघारणम्‌ i 

अत्रोच्यते सदेवेति यदेकत्वावघारणम्‌। ` 

akaa laaman वियत्मभ्रतिगोचरम्‌॥ 

पर्युदासिष्यताऽनेन वचसा सेतनो यदि । 

गगनादेरिवास्यापि जननं निरदेक्ष्यत ॥ 

न॑ च निर्दिइयते तेन न जीवो जनिम्डच्छति। 

तत्तेजो$स॒जतेत्त्यादी जीवसर्गो हि न श्रुतः ॥ 

ag च यतो घा इमानि भूतानि इत्यत्र जीवानामेव जननजीवन- 
प्यणाभिसंवेशनानि प्रतीयन्ते t 

तथा दि भूतदाष्दोऽयं जीवानाममिधायकः | 

vas सर्वभूतानीत्येवमादिपु दशनात्‌ ॥ 

जीवन्तीति हि दाब्दोऽयं जीवेष्वेयाचकद्पते । 

तेन जायन्त इत्येतज्‌ शायते जीवगोचरम्‌॥ 
तदिदमनुपपन्नं भूतग्दो विहायः- 
पवनद्दुतसुगम्मोमेदिनीषु सिद्धः t 
पद्मिदमितरस्मिक्षणाइृत्ति तेषां 
यहुविधपरिणामो मीयते जीवनं च ॥ 
प्रथममघिगता ये खादयो भूतराब्दा- 
व्तदचुगुणतया5थ चक्ति जीवम्तिश्चब्द्‌ः। 
यदि च भवति जीवे भूतशम्दस्तद्रानी- 
अपि घदति तदीयं जन्म देदानुयन्धि ॥ 
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अतो जीवपरस्वेऽपि भूतशाष्दस्य युज्यते । 
जायन्त इति शम्दोऽयं distat गच्छतीतिवत्‌ ॥ 
तथाजो Ere रत्याद्याः थ्ुतयोऽन्याश्य सन्ति नः ! 
जीवाद्च॒त्पत्तिवादिन्यस्तथा भगवतो घचः ॥ 
sr fé get चैव विद्चनादी उभावपि । अजो नित््वददाष्रवतोऽयं 
षुराणः। न जायते fau या षदायित्‌। इत्यादि । 


५०. न्यायश्च | 
चिवादाभ्यासितो जीवो न जातु जनिम्रच्छति। 
KAA सत्यमूर्तत्वाञ्चिदूपत्वात्परात्मचत्‌॥ 
Sra: Retest दूपणान्युक्तया दिशा । 
अनन्यगतयः केचित्‌ ast निव्यमतिष्ठिपन्‌॥ 
तदेतत्‌ खद्ददयनिदितविशदतरकर्देस्सरणमतिहतमभिधीयत gart- 
क्षणीयम्‌ 1 : 


५१. किश्च। 
इत्थं पाशुपतादीनां न्यायः किं दण्डवारितः | 
तथाऽस्त्विति यदि garg व्याघातस्स्यात्‌ परस्परम्‌ ॥ 
सर्षलोकमसिद्धा च वासुदेवमणीतता t 
न हातु शाक्यते यद्वदेदस्यापौरुपेयता ॥ 
अथो कध्चिद्‌ घ्यादनुदयविपर्याखविशयैखिरुपेऽप्रामाण्ये कतर- 
fie जोघुप्यत इति। ख बक्तव्यः fag त्वदभिलवितं लायुडमते, 
तदेवैति men नियमितमदद्वशाम्यतु भवान्‌। 
५२. तदेवद्ुदीरितन्यायश्च॒तिस्टतीतिहासपुराणन्यायविरुद्धामि- 


चानेन, समस्तशिष्जनपरिमहविरदेण च, स्वर्माण्वर्यासाघनोपदेश- 
व्याजेन केनापि जगद्गञ्चयिठुं विरचितानि एञ्चसत्रतत्राणीति मन्यामदे। 


आगमप्रामाष्यम्‌ av 


इईंडशापस्म्ह्तिविषयमेव qua । 

या वेद्याह्याः स्ट॒तयो याश्च काश्च कुदष्टयः 1 

सर्वास्ता निष्फळाः fer तमोनिष्ठा दि ताः स्वताः ॥ इति । 
ईडशदुर्मार्गानुगामिन पव तेऽपि एपां वाढ्य़त्रिणापि अचेनं 


निपिध्यते, उक्तञ्च । 


पत पच च ते येषां वाद्यात्रेणापि नार्चनम्‌। 
पापण्डिनो विकर्मस्थान्‌ येडालवतिकाञ्छठान्‌॥ 
हैतुकान्‌ eerta घाड्य़ाभेणापि नार्चयेत्‌ । इति। 


५३, इत्युपन्यस्तया नीत्या पञ्चरात्रमहोषतः | 
अपरमाणमिति प्राप्तमेवं प्रात्तेऽभिधीयते ॥ 
विचादाध्यालितं ant प्रमाणमिति गृह्यताम्‌। 
निर्दोपश्ञानजन्मत्वाञूञ्योतिष्टोमादिवाक्यवत्‌ ॥ 


५४, न तायदञ्चमानेऽस्मिन्‌ न्यायदास्त्रपरीक्सिताः 1 
दोषा मगयितु शक्यास्तत uat: परीक्ष्यताम्‌॥ 
quit नाम प्रतिम्ञाऽर्थः स च सिद्धेन फेनचित्‌। 
स्वयं fara विशिष्टस्सन्‌ यः साघयितुमीप्सितः n 
सत्र न॑ तावदप्रसिद्विरोषणः पक्षः, पामाण्यनास्नः पदार्थस्य 


उमयवादिसिद्धत्वात्‌ saa, नाप्यमसिद्धविशेष्यः querer 
सर्यलोकमसिद्धत्वात्‌, नापि सिद्धसाधनः, प्रस्तुतशा्रमामाण्यस्य 
अतिवादिनोऽसिद्धत्वात्‌, न च प्रत्यक्षविरुद्धः अमामाण्यस्यातीन्द्रिय- 
स्वात, नाप्यज्ञुमानविरूद्ः, अनुपलम्मनात्‌ | 


५५, AQIS प्पयाचुमानम्‌-पञ्चरात्रशाख्रमत्रमाणं चेद्याह्य- 


त्यात्‌ यौद्धागमयत्‌ 


अप्र यूमः } कतरदिद्दाभामाण्यं सिपाधयिपित यदि ज्ञानान्नुत्पत्चि- 


रक्षणं ततः प्रत्यक्षविरोधः, seni हि विदितपदतदर्थसङ्गतेः ओतुः 
पञ्चयत्रशास्त्रवाक्यक्षवणसमनन्तरद्ुपजायमानं तदर्थेविययं ज्ञानम्‌। 


Re आगमप्रामाष्यप 


चापि संदायळक्षणं तत एय विरोधात न ag “ पद्ममध्ये quit 
पूजयेत्पुरपो्तमम्‌ edet पचनं grate येति संरायितं प्रत्ययमुत्पाद्‌यति, 
मापि विपर्ययलक्षणं योग्यानुपलम्भाभावात्‌ , अनागतविपर्ययोतिक्षायाः 
अद्यक्षविरोधाष्‌ अदोपण्यवदायेच्छेददेलुत्या्, मरपञ्चयिष्यते चैत- 
दुपरि्टात्‌ । 


५६, emu t 
पश्वराधागमे स्वार्थस्तथेवेत्यवयोधनात्‌ 1 
अथ तस्याप्रमाणत्वे तद्विरोधो न दृषणम्‌॥ 
हन्त एवं सति तदमामाण्ये$चुमानम्रामाण्यं अनुमानप्रामाण्ये तद्म्नामाण्य- 
मित्यन्योन्याधयणम्‌ | 


५७. अपि च किमिद वेदवाश्यत्यं यदि वेदान्यत्वं ततः seats 
भिरसैकान्तः aa ceed सतीति देतु्िशेष्यते ततो निमहस्थाने, 
यथाऽऊष्ुः निर्विशेषहेतुप्रयोगे पुनविशेषणोपादानं निमहः, इति 
अनैफान्तिकश्च भन्चादिया्यैः i 

* अयैतद्दोपदह्दानाय वेद्वाह्यत्वदाच्दतः। 5 
अवेदमूलतां मन्द मन्यसे किच्च तार्किक ? ॥ 

तेनायमर्थः शब्दत्वे सत्यवेदमूलत्यादिति, ततो पेदैरमेकान्त्यम्‌, 
अथवा अवेद्त्वे सति शाब्दत्वे सति अवेदमूळत्वादिति हेतुः, तथापिं। 

सन्ति नद्यास्तटे वृक्षा इत्याद्याप्तोपदेशानेः । 
अबेदमूळेदुर्वारिमनैकान्त्यं प्रसज्यते ॥ 

अथ अवेदत्वे सति शाब्दत्वे सति कार्यविपयत्वे सति अवेदमूछत्वं 
हेतः, अत्रापि-अजीणे मन्दमक्षीयादित्यादी व्यभिचारिता। 

7 :- अधोक्तविद्योषणविशिषएत्वे धर्माधर्मविषयत्वेऽपि सत्त्यवेदसूलः 
संवादिति Eu, ततो भागासिद्धो हेतुः न हि पञ्चरात्रदासं wet 
घर्माधर्मविषयम्‌। ब्रह्मविपयाणामेच uei बाहुल्यात्‌ । 


आगमप्रामाम्यपू as 


अथ प्रमाणान्तरायोग्यार्थत्वे सतीति विशेषः त्रापि सैवासिद्धिः, 
amma घर्माधर्मादिसमस्तवस्तुगोचरस्य श्रुतिशतम्रसिद्धत्वात्‌ 


तश्चतद्नन्तरमेव यद्यामः, तद्ळमनेनाशिद्िताद्पादमतानामप्रतिष्ठित- 
भ्रतिभाविजूम्मितेन | 


संभाब्यमानान्यप्यसुमानान्तराणि परस्तादुपन्यस्य निरस्यन्ते भतो 
नाचुमानविरुद्धः Fe | 


५८, नाप्यागमविरुद्धः पश्चरात्रशास्त्रमामाण्यमतिपाद्कस्य इद्म्म- 
दोपनिपदम्‌ इत्याद्यागमशातस्य प्रदरोयिष्यमाणत्वात्‌। 

स्ववचन — स्वाभ्युपगम — सवेलोकप्रसिद्धिविरोधाइशब्दविरोध- 
प्रकारास्त्वनादाङ्गनीया पव, तथां हि न तावत्‌ स्ववचनविरोधः, स 
fe चेघा उक्तिमात्रविरोधः, धर्मोक्तिविरोधः, ध्म्युक्तिविरोधश्चेति, 
तत्र न तावदुक्तिमा्रविरुद्धोऽयं पक्षः, न हि WU प्रमाण- 
मिति प्रतिज्ञावचनं स्वार्थ व्याइन्ति यथा यावजीवमहं मोनी इति, नापि 
धर्मोक्तिविरोधः, न हि प्रामाण्यं पञ्चरात्रोदेदोन विधीयमानं पक्षं 
प्रतिक्षिपति सर्ववाफ्यातामिच मिथ्यात्ववचनम्‌, नापि धम्युक्ति- 
विरोधः, सत्यपि घर्मिणि घर्मान्बयस्याऽविरुद्वत्वात्‌ , म हि जननीत्व- 
मिव चन्ध्यात्देन पञ्चएतशास्त्वं भामाण्येन fpeuw, न हि चिचादा- 
ध्यासितस्य प्रामाण्यमतिज्ञाने त श्रुत्युक्तधर्मिविरोपबिरोघः। 


बिहितहिसानामिवाधमेत्वप्रतिज्ञाने बिवादाभ्यासस्योपलक्षणत्वात्‌ , 
अतो नागमविरोधः, qud प्रतिपन्नः qu । 


५९ नापि हेतोरनैकान्विकत्यादयो दोपाः । तथा हि न तावदने- 
कान्तिकः, स हि Aet साधारणासाधारणमेदात यथा पृथिवीनित्यत्वः 
साधने प्रमेयत्वं साघारणः, असाधारणस्ततैच गन्धवत्त्व, तच न ताव- 
शिर्दोपक्ञानकारणत्व अमाणाप्रमाणसाधारणं येन साधारणानैकान्तिकं 
स्यात्‌, न दि निर्दोषछानकारणत्वमप्रमाणभूतविप्रलम्मकबचनादिचु 
विपक्षेषु हशचरम्‌। 


i भागमप्रामाण्यमू 


माप्यसाधारणः ज्योतिष्टोमादियाक्यर्ान्तामिधानेमैच सपक्षाः 
म्यस्य inna t 

नामि Rax, विपरीतब्याप्ट्यमायात्‌ , न हि निर्दोपप्ञानकारण- 
स्वमप्रामाण्येन प्याप्तम्‌। 

न य फाठात्ययापदिष्टः, प्रत्यक्षविरोधाभावात्‌ आगमानुगुण्याच | 

न घासिद्धत्यम्‌, असिद्धिर्दि आधयतः स्वरूपतो घा न are 
दाधयासिदिः, wrote, नापि स्यरुपासिद्धः, 
सोऽपि Crap अशान-सन्देषदःविपर्ययमेदात्‌, न ताबदशामासिद्धिः, 
तत्ग्रतिपादकदाम्दोष्यारणात्‌, नापि संदिग्धालिद्धः, referrer 
घाविनः स्वयं famen, प्रतियादिनोऽपि दोवाचुपलम्भादेयानायास- 
Raam, यिपर्ययालिदिस्तु दूरोत्सारितेव ! 


Xo ag कथे पौरुपेयत्वसामान्यादापतन्ती दोषसंभाषना अपनी- 
at पञ्चरात्रतष्ाणाम्‌। कर्थ याफ्यत्वसामान्यादापतन्ती ay सा 
यार्यते ॥ अपौरपेयत्वादिति Faherty सर्षश्ावापतफामपरमपुरुपभणीत- 
तयेत्ययगम्य दाम्यत ATAI 

ragi भवति 1 

Bo «rex स्वतो दोषाः प्रामाण्यपरिपन्धिनः। 
सन्ति किन्तु स्वतस्तस्य प्रमाणत्वमिति स्थितिः॥ 
qeu केपुचित्तदपोधते | 
अङ्गु्यम्रेऽस्ति मातङ्गयूथमित्येवमादिषु ॥ 
भरस्तुतप्रन्थसंदर्भ यक्राशयगामिनीम्‌। 
दोषशङ्कां धयीमूर्दधध्वनिरेयापमा्टि नः ॥ 
aia खलु वेदान्ताः wu जगतः पतिम्‌। 
महादरदणिके तस्सिन्‌ विपळम्भादयः कथम्‌ ॥ 

६१, ag al 

सिद्धे वस्तुनि झन्दानां घामाण्ये वेत्यवादिषम्‌ t 
तत्परेषु प्रयोगेण व्युत्पत्त्यग्रहणादिति ॥ 


आगमप्रामाभ्यम ३१ 


तद्‌सत्सिदमप्यर्थमाचक्षाणाः sepe: | 
लौकिकाः प्रतिपधन्ते शकि कार्यपरादिव ॥ 


तद्यथा पुश्रस्ते जात इति वचनश्ववणानन्तरजनितविशिष्टवदन- 
चिकासावसानसमनन्तरं इृष्टो$यमिति प्रतिपद्य aise भियार्थावगम- 
निवन्धन इति स्थात्मन्याकलयन मध्यमवृद्धस्यापि तन्निबन्धनमेय gu- 
मजुमिमानस्तद्वावभावितया शाब्दस्येव प्रियार्थावयोधकतामध्यवस्यति। 
तघाप्यतीतानागतादिमेदमिन्नेपु दर्षहेतुपूपष्ठवमानेचु कस्य वक्ता5- 
यमिति विचिकित्सोद्ये सति-- 
तदनन्वरसंजातजातकर्माववोघतः । 
सद्धेतुभूतः कोऽपीति निश्चिन्वनात्मनः पुरा ॥ 
कर्तव्यं जातकर्मे ति प्रतीतेः fing कारणम्‌। 
प्रतीते म्रियमित्येवे विखृशन्नवगच्छति॥ 
quaa मेवान्यदिति er uro e: | 
तप्र च। 
आवापोद्धाप्मेदेन पदानां शक्तिनिश्चयः | 
उपपद्यत fert सिद्धासिद्धार्थयाचिता ॥ 


६२. नजु न तद्भावमावितामाभेण कार्यकारणमावः, eame t 
ay जातकर्मकतेम्यतायगतिनियमेन म्रियार्थावगमपुरस्सरी, ददयते 
हि फुडम्यमरणायासयिदूयमानमनसोऽमरीतिपूर्विकापि सत्कर्तब्यताच- 
गतिः॥ कार्यावगतिः किं दाम्दृकारणिका इष्टा थेन गामानयेत्यादौ 
गवानयनादिकतेव्यतायगतिः शम्दकारणिकाऽभ्युपेयते | 

अथ आकस्मिकत्याचुपपत्तेः सक्षिदितशष्द एव तदचगमद्देतुरिति 
चेत्‌ समानोऽयं विघिरितरश्रापि। 

याऽपि प्रवृत्तिदेत्वर्थप्रतिपादकता कचित्‌ t 
लिडादिमित्ययावापदैतुकी सा5वसीयते ॥ 


R अायमभ्रामाभ्यम्र 


aa कार्ययरतामेवाखिलपदानामातिषठते, तेनाप्यावापोद्धारवि- 

निर्यारितासंखएशरीयणामेच गवाश्वादीनां gender समर्थनीया, 

समर्थ्यमानाऽपि कार्यान्वयिन्येय समर्थ्यत इति चेत्‌ अलं व्यसनेन 
अन्यान्विताभिधानेनापि व्यवद्दारोपपत्तेः। 


६३. भवदयाधयणीयेयमन्वितार्थाभिधायित्ा | 
कार्यान्विताभिधायित्वमन्यथा दुर्वचं यतः ॥ 
wert चैतत्‌ कार्यान्वितमेच ate पदामिघेयमिति Seg 
ब्यमिचारात्‌, लिङादयो दि परिनिछिताधिकारायद्चुवन्धसंवन्धिनमेव 
स्वार्थममिदधति t 
अथ तेष्बन्वितामिघानमितरय कार्यान्विताभिधानमिति चेत्‌ 
तदर्थजरतीयं, ततो वरं सर्य्रान्विताभिधानमेवाश्चीयताम्‌ | 


६४. तस्दाकाङ्वितासन्नयोग्यार्थान्तरसङ्कते t 
स्वार्थे पदानां वयुत्पत्तिरस्थेया सर्ववादिमिः ॥ 
यपि प्रवृत्यलुपपत्तिसमधिगमनीयेव शब्दश क्तिस्तथा$पि। 
तटस्योपायतामात्रे शब्दशक्तिविनिञ्चये i 
कार्यस्याथयितुं युक्तं ्योकभाकारादेदाघत्‌ ॥ 
अनन्यळभ्यदशान्दार्थ इति न्यायविदस्स्थिताः । 
तस्यान्नोपायभूतस्य कार्यस्यास्ति समन्वयः ॥ 
व्युत्पच्व्यवदारेषु पयः्प्रतरणादियित्‌। 
waa fe ब्रह्मनातीयादिञ्ज विदोषाबध्यारणोपयोगिनोऽपि mu 
अतरणादेरवशतरललसतरवस्य न व्यवहदारदश्याया्ुफ्योगः, uer च्युत्पत्ति- 
ग्रइणसमयसमुपयुक्तस्यावि कार्यस्य म व्युत्पक्नदञ्ञायासुपयोयः | 


z 

६५. यवि च कार्यान्बितमेवार्थ शब्दा प्रतिपादयन्ति कर्थं तेभ्यः 
परिनिष्ठितनदीतीरफलादिसंसर्गावगमः, नायं सुख्यो छाक्षणिक इति 
चेत्‌ क चा शब्दानां सुल्यप्रयोगः | 


iv^ आममप्रामाण्यम्‌ 


तदसक्ष हि साध्येन स्वगेणाये विदोप्यते i 
स्वये कामयमानो हि gesa नियुज्यते ॥ 
भ दि स्वर्गोऽधिकारिविरोषणं साध्यत्वात्‌ । 
सिद्धमेच हि स्थस्य नियोज्यस्य चिरोपणम्‌। 
जीवनादि तथैवेह sorta विदोषणम्‌॥ 


६८. अपि च नियोज्यविशेषणतामचुभवतः स्वरादिः ated 

साध्यत्वम्‌ | 

यदि साघनसंवन्घयोग्यल्वं मैच तावता t 

स्वर्गेण सिघ्यता माध्यं यावयोगभजन्मतः ॥ 

सिद्धिपर्यन्ता तस्य नियोगैकप्रमाणिका à 

नियोगस्तस्प्रमाणश्चेच्यन्योन्याध्ययणं धुवम्‌ tt 

यदि स्वर्गस्य साध्यत्वं न नियोगस्य साध्यता | 

साध्यद्वयञ्च नैकस्मिन्‌ वाक्ये erc t 


६९. wast हि साध्यद्वयमेकवाक्यतां निरुणद्धि नानुसुणम, 
अनुयुणञ्चैतत्साध्यद्वयं नियोगसिद्धिनान्तरीयकत्वात्‌ स्वर्गसिद्धेः, यदाद, 
' नियोगसिदौ सर्व तदचुगुणम्‌? इति, ' केन नेष्यते नियोगलिष्यर्था 
फळसिद्धिरिति च, तसादविरोघ इति चेत्तन्न । 

स्वर्गसिद्धि विना fra नियोगस्य न सिध्यति à 
नाधिकारो न विषयो न चान्यद्विध्यपेक्षितम्‌ it 


७०. न हि नित्याधिकारेघु नियोगस्तामपेक्षते | 
न चान्यदिच्छतोऽन्यत्र नियुक्तिर्नोपपद्यते ॥ 
नियोगस्यैव माहात्म्यात्‌ नित्येष्विव नियुज्यते 
नियोगो हि अधावतयाऽधिगम्यमानःस्वगेम भिलपन्तमप्यात्मन्या- 
कर्षति यथा अनिच्छन्तमपि नित्ये कर्मणि निष्फले प्रवतेयति t 
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स्वर्गे कामयमानो हि निमिपत्युन्मिपत्यपि । 
न च ते स्पर्गसिद्चर्था यागः कि्नेबमिप्यते it 


VÀ. तत्साघनतया नैके गृह्यन्त इति चेन्मतम्‌। 
um: किं तद्ुद्धि्राह्या विघिबहिष्छृताः ॥ 
तत्र च। 
साध्यसाधनसंयन्धप्रतिपादनतत्पराः t 
यावन्न विधयस्तावसैप्फल्यं सर्वकर्मणाम्‌ ॥ 
तस्मालिङादिभ्यः प्रथममिष्टसाधनताऽयगमः, ततोरागतः प्रवृत्ति- 
feta युक्तम्‌, तदपूर्येकार्याभिधान एव मुख्या शाक्तिः इतरध 
खाक्षणिकीत्यनुपपन्नम्‌ , अत एव यथायथं लौकिकराब्देभ्यस्तत्सिद्धा्थ- 
गोचरा धुद्धयो जायन्ते । 


७२. Wu न ताः शाब्दमहिमभुवः आजञुमानिक्यो हि ताः, तथा 
हि व्युत्पत्तिसमयसं विदितार्थमतिपादनसामर्थ्यान्यपि पदानि फ़चिदू' 
च्यभिचारद्शनजनितसं'यप्रतिवद्धानि न Bag निक्चाययन्ति 
न चानिञ्चितोऽर्थो शातो भवति अनिश्चयात्मनो शानस्याभावात्‌ t 
तत्राज्ञातेऽपि area enter विचिकित्सते 1 
घरवीत्यन्योन्यसंबन्धयोग्यार्थानि पदान्ययम्‌॥ 
न चाविद्वातसंवन्यान TAMA: प्रयुञ्जते | 
तेने्श्चान्ययज्ञानमस्यास्तीत्ययगच्छति ॥ 
पवमन्ययश्षाने अनुमिते तदुपदशितोऽर्थो न दाग्दमाकाह्वति अतो 
खौकिकस्य घचसो वक््नुमवपरतन्रतया तत्रैव पर्ययसानमिति t 


७३. तदसत्‌, न हि स्वभावतोऽथेमवगमयन्‌ शाब्दः NEU 
शयदोषचशीकारादितथ इत्यन्यत्रापि तत्संभावनया स्वारसिकीयमर्थाव- 
योधकतामुज्पिलुमहति, न दि मन्नमतिद्दतांदशायां हुतवहो न दहती- 
tem मन्वरश्रतिद्दतिदशायामिति युक्तः पाठोे$्यवा इतरान्दे भावे xen ee 
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aam ताइदादशाशङ्कया न दहति, नापि शुक्तिरजतधियमर्थ- 
व्यभिचारिथीमिन्द्रियं दोयवशादयजनयदुपळलब्धमिति घटादिकमपि 
नावगमयति, अतो विदितपदपदार्थलङ्गतेः थोतुस्सहसैव esum 
घोधयति। मूलशानं न प्रतीक्षते । 
मूलघानपरिध्ानादर्वागर्थेऽत्ययोधिते। 
कथमेयमयं laga प्रवर्तते ॥ 
किमद्ालीदयं वक्ता किञ्चिदित्यजुमित्ससे । 
विशिष्टार्थान्ययद्चानमचुमातुमथेच्छस्ति ॥ 
न चावदयमशासीदू avt किञ्चिदितीयता 1 
व्याहारव्यवद्दारे या स्यातां घाफ्यार्थगोचरौ ॥ 
विझिष्टार्थात्ययगोचरचेतोऽडुमानन्तु प्रथमतरमदत्ततद्विषयहोस्ुपी- 
मन्तरेणा्चुपपष्मिति प्रागेव शाब्दार्थोऽयगन्तव्यः, न ह्यनासादित्तविषय- 
Ardant: संविदः परस्परतो व्यतिमिद्यन्ते t 
न च तथाऽदुमिताभिरर्थेबिहोषः सिभ्यति। यादद्यान्वयप्रति- 
पादूनयोग्या पदरचना खा तदन्वयशानमापादयतीति चेत्‌ , अवगतस्तर्दि 
ग्रागेयार्थानामन्ययः, न हि घुद्धावनारोपित cara प्रयोगं 
व्यघच्छिनत्ति, 
७४. तस्मादस्ति नदीतीरे फलमित्येषमादिघु | ‘ 
या सिद्धविषया g: सा शाब्दी नाचुमानिकी ॥ 
ama अपूर्यकार्ययोचर पव rag: ्रमाणमित्ि। 
रुवसिद्धान्तचिराभ्यासब्याँ सुग्ववळचुद्धिभिः ॥ 
उक्तमुक्तेन मार्मेण युक्ताऽन्यचापि शक्तता ॥ 
ततश्च यान्येतानि विलक्षणपुरुषमतिपादकानि वेदान्तवर्चासि, 
“स एप सर्वाधिपतिः सरवैस्येशानः सरवेमिदं प्रशास्ति ! तस्थाध्यक्षमिदं 
aay” इत्यादीनि, तान्यपि au प्रमाणं तद्विपयासं दिग्धाचिपर्ययञ्ञान+ 
हेतुत्वात्‌ । 
औ व्यामुग्धाबलवुद्धिमिरिति पाठस्तु न युक्त इति मन्यामदे d 
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७५. न च परिनिष्ठितवस्तुति साधकवाधकयोरन्यतरोपनिपातः 
संभाषनामावितानुघादविपर्ययपर्यालोचनया तट्रोचरवचसां प्रामाण्य- 
मच्युतिः, कार्यगोचरणामपि तत्मसङ्गात्‌, कार्यमपि मानान्तरवेद्यमेय 
समिदाहरणादि, “as मानान्तरेणापि वेद्यमोदनपाकव”दिव्यभ्युप- 
गमात्‌ । 

अथ विळक्षणाद्भिहोतादिविययकार्यस्यासंभावितमानान्तरतया 
तत्प्रतिपादयद्वचः प्रमाणं, हन्त तर्हि निरतिशायावचोधेश्वर्यमहानन्द- 
संदोदयपुपि भगचति न मानान्तरसंवन्यगन्य इति सर्व समानमन्यञाभि- 
faa 

अपि च । 

प्रमाणान्तरटष्टार्थयिषयिण्यपि शेमुपी i 
प्रमाणमेध, तत्पू न चेत्स्वार्थे ferr ॥ 
तस्य संभावनामात्रादभामाण्यमळीकिकम्‌ | 


तस्मात्परिनिष्ठितानुषठेयादि भेदशयन्यभलन्दिग्धाविपर्यस्तविज्ञानं 
प्रमाणमे एब्यम्‌ अव इद्मपास्तम्‌ । 


vA. असिद्धेः करणरेव ated नान्यथेति यत्‌ । यतः afte 
तत्र परिपन्थिनी, mea स्टणोत्यकर्णः यञ्चश्नुपा न पद्यपि 
यश्चक्षूंपि xau» न तस्य कार्य करणं च विद्यते । स्यमाविकी ज्ञान- 
चलक्रिया च इत्यदिका | 
न चासां शुणवादस्वं प्रमाणाभावात्‌। 
अलब्धमुस्यव्वत्तीनां गुणचादसमाश्चयः। 
भ्यते येह geist इति तत्कट्पना सपा ॥ 


७७. नन्तिद्ठापि सुख्यार्थभङ्गकारणमस्ति प्रमाणान्तरचिसेधः i 


कुतः प्रमाणान्तरात्‌ , न AMAT, न हि प्रत्यक्षसुदीरित- 
पुर्पामावावमासकसुदीयमार्म và, योग्यानुपलम्भादभावनिश्धय इति 
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Sra प्रमाणगोष्ठीज्येष्ठेन शास्त्रेणेयोपलम्भनात्‌ , नाप्यन्ञमानात्‌ वद्धि 
शीप्रजन्मागमिकभत्ययप्रश्षिप्तप्रतियन्थे कथमिव मन्थरपवृत्ति भादुर्भवति1 
fata सति यायादेः स्वर्गापूर्यादिसङ्गतिः 1 
क्रियात्वेन पिदध्येत, दाख rera वाघते ॥ 
यूपादित्यादितादात्म्यं प्रत्यक्षेणेव धाधितम्‌ t 
विस्पएर्एमेद्त्वात्‌ काषठसावित्रयिम्ययोः ॥ 
अपि च wu सद्िहितयूपाञ्जतविध्येकचाफ्यतया अर्थचादत्यादयुक्त 
शुणवादृत्वाथयणं, न चेह तया विध्यन्तरमरित यच्छेपतया भर्थवादः 
स्यात्‌। 
अथ विध्यन्वयाभावे पुरूपार्थत्वहानतः i 
arvareer विधिं तत्र शेपत्वे परिकल्प्यते ॥ 


७८, यदाष्टुः। 
यावत्‌ खळ प्रभातूणां प्रवर्तननिचर्तने । 
शब्दा न pte तावश्न निराकाह्मवोघनम्‌ ॥ इति, aur 
तेऽपि विधिसंयन्धादू देव दि पुमर्थता t 
pret जात इत्यादौ तथेद्दापि भविष्यति t 
न च तम्र विध्यभ्याहार, अन्तरेणापि विधि पुमजननावगमादेच 
gaird: i 
तथा फा किया पाक gAn प्रप्टुजनजिज्ञासित- 
क्रियाविशेपप्रतिपादनमात्रनिराकाह्लरशच्दो न विध्यघ्याहारमपेक्षते । 
इह तु ब्रह्मविज्ञानं महानन्दफलं श्चुतम्‌। 
ब्रह्मविद्‌ ब्रह्म भवति प्रामोति ब्रह्मवित्‌ परम्‌ ॥ 
sage aan सादे सर्वान्‌ फामान्‌ स सामगः |l 
इदमादिजयीवाफ्यैवरयेक्ता तस्य पुमर्थता i 
तदेवमुदीरितश्वुतिशतसमधिगतावितथसहजसवे साक्षात्कारकार- 
ण्यादिकल्याणगुणैकराशी भगवति सिध्यति, सिध्यत्येव तदचुमवमूटतया 
तन्रप्रामाण्यम्‌। 
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७९. ag विरचितनीत्या कथ्चिदाञ्नायमूर्ध- 
प्रमितसहजसर्वक्ञानवानस्तु नाम । 
स च हरिरिति यावचावगम्येत सम्यक्‌ 
न खलु भवति तायत्पञ्चराचे प्रमाणम्‌ d 
अत्यल्पमेतत्‌। न ह्यत्र ्यीविदो विवदन्ते यद्वासुदेवः परमात्मा 
अखिरूजगत्कारणमिंति। 
aaa हि स वेदान्ते “प्यात्मा नारायणः परः |” 
“त्त्य शञानमनन्तं च” “तद्विप्णो परमं पदम्‌ ॥* 
“वरा प्रकृतिरध्यद्रो वासुदेवस्तथा परः ।” 
“पकः परस्ताद्य इदे वभूव”, “यस्मात्‌ परं नापरमस्ति किश्चित्‌ 
इत्युक्तवाक्यानुरुणं “यतो चा इमानि भूतानि” “सदेव सौम्य ॥ ” 
इत्यादिवाक्यं च ततस्स विप्णुख्जयीदिरःसिद्धविश्टुद्ववोघः। 
न चान्यस्माज्गन्मस्थितिध्वसाइश्चुतौ yar | 
यतश्चैते ख सर्वज्ञः परमात्मेति संमतम्‌ ॥ 
अमुमेव परमात्मार्न द्वैपायन-पराशर-नारदमश्तिमद्वर्षिवचने भ्यः 
अतिपद्यामहे, तथा दि। 
from अगस्स्थितं सर्वमिति विद्धि परन्तप। 
pae महाविष्णुर्भूतत्रामं चराचरम्‌ ॥ 
पप चाक्षिपते काले काले RISE पुनः । 
अस्मिन, गच्छन्ति Reamer मवन्त्युत ॥ 
अनादिनिधनः धीमान्‌ सुनिर्नारायणः sy: । 
ख पे रूजति भूतानि स्थावराणि चराणि च। 
स ब्रह्म परमे चेति तथाऽन्यवापि पञ्यते n 
केशाचो scare ! भगवानीश्वरः परः । 
पुरुषः सर्वेमित्त्येतच्ळूयते quur wat ॥ इति, 
तत्त्वे जिज्ञासमानानां देतुमिः aaa’: | 
FARA सद्दायोगी हरिर्नारायणः sg: ॥ इति, 


wo SAT, 


तथा दानधर्म | 
परमात्मा परः दान्तः पद्मनाभः परायणः | 
इति पेदरहस्पं तु किं न afe gua ॥ 
तत्मसादाद्वयं सर्वे लोकानां स्थितिद्देतचः। 
आत्ताश्वामरमुख्याय्य देवाश्च स्थानिनो मताः॥ 
यदि विष्णुर्दासीनो नास्माकं विद्यते शुभम्‌। 
इति स्द्रस्य वचने तथा भारतमात्स्ययोः॥ 
तत्र यः परमात्मा हि स नित्यो Franz: | 
स ये नारायणो हेयः सर्वात्मा पुरुषो हि सः ॥ इति, 
तथा वाराहे । 
यस्य देवस्य चरितं रतं समभवद्भुवि। 

* कोउन्यस्तस्मादभ्यधिको सुक्तवा नारायणं प्रभुम्‌ ॥ इति, 
नारायणात्परो देवो न भूतो न भविष्यति । 
पतद्रहस्ये वेदानां पुराणानां च सत्तमाः ॥ इति । 

तथा छैङ्गे । 

स एकः पुरुपः NE: परमात्मा जनार्दनः । 
यस्मादू रह्मा ततो रुद्रः ततश्चैयास्मिलं जगत्‌ ॥ 

तथा d 
विष्णोर्खकाशाडुङ्भूतं जगत्तत्रैव च स्थितम्‌। 
स्थितिखंयमकर्त्ताऽसाविति पारारारे वचः ॥ 

तथा मानवे । 
नारायणः , परोऽव्यक्तादण्डमव्यक्तसंभवम्‌ | 
अण्डस्यान्तस्त्चिमे लोकाः सप्तद्वीपा च मेदिनी ॥ 

तस्मादीरशश्चुतिरुमृतीतिहसपुराणपयालिचनया अखिलजगत्कारण 
परमात्मा वासुदेव इति निश्चीयते ! 

८०. न चैव परमात्मत्वं eant: धतिषूवितम्‌ । , 
अत्युतोत्यत्तिमेवाडुस्तस्यैक्रयनद्यासिनः i 


Ya आगमप्रामाण्यप़ 


तथा लेङ्गे। ` 
न feet काचिदू गतिरन्या विधीयते । 
इत्येवं सततं वेदा गायन्ते नाच संशयः ॥ इति, 
तथा वायवीये । 


। ` 7 सहस्नवाहुः परमः Haft: | ; 
अयीपथे यः-पुरुपो निरुच्यते ॥ इति, 
तथा भविष्यति t 
वेदसिद्ान्तमार्गेषु विष्णुरेव परः gga: t 
विष्णुरेव नरश्रेष्ठो मर्दिष्ठः पुरुषोत्तमः ॥ 
इति; सर्व चैतत्पुरा निर्णये निपुणतरमुपपादितमिति नेद 
प्रपञ्च्यते । 
ततश्च | f 
feft प्रसिद्धेन वासुदेवेन भाषितम्‌। 
wot मिथ्येति ब्त नः कर्थं जिह्मा sedit ॥ 


€x. न दि सहजसंबेदनसाक्षास्कृतदीक्षाराधनादिधर्मः स्वर्गपुप्रादि- 
वैपयिकसुखमनेकदुःखसंभिन्न, a चातिचिर्मज्ञुवर्तत इति तदपि 
gara पव निक्षिप्य मोक्षाय ग्रहेभ्यः प्रवजद्धघः शाण्डिल्यनारदादि- 
परमक्रपिभ्यस्तदभिलपितनिरतिशयनिथेयसैकसाधनखायगमाराधनाव- 
योधिनीं पश्चराधरसंहितां-निरमिमीतेति निश्वीयते । 


८२, न च तन्रान्तरेष्वेप न्यायः प्रसरमर्हति । 
यतस्तत्तश्रियन्पूर्णा विश्रमाद्यपि संभवि it 
अत्यक्षादिग्रमाणानां न हि मूलत्वसंभवः । 
तन्त्ान्तरेघु m तु Ae तैरेय नेष्यते n 

1 पुर्पनिगयनामा भगवन्महिमप्रतिपादन्‌पुरःसरो देवताम्तर॒व्यापर्तनमुखेन frg- 

परतस्वाप्रतिपादनपरे reg: परमाचरय्रशैतः 1 


आगमग्रामाम्यम्‌ vi 


अन्यश्च वेदसिद्धान्तविरुदवार्वामिधानतः | 
्रत्यक्षश्रुतिमूलत्वकल्पना तेछु वाध्यते | . 
यथा माहेश्वरे ast Free यटुजब्पितम्‌ । 
agia दि तत्सिदचर्यामार्गाडुसारिणः n 
यथा कापालिकाः कालासुखाः पाऱुपतास्तथा । 
Sarat च कापा मतमेवं प्रचद्षते ॥ 
. सदिकापर्कविभानात्‌ पुनस्तस्यैच घारणात्‌। 

aminen प्रह्मावगमादिति॥ . -. 

तथाऽऽषटुः | 2 
झुद्रिकापद्कतत्त्वश्ञः wp. : 
-मगासनस्थमात्मानं ध्यात्वा निर्घाणस्टूच्छति ॥ 

तथा। 


कणिका amga goes झिस्ामणिम्‌। 
भस्म यश्ञोएदीतश्च सुद्रापद्कं प्रचक्षते ॥ 
फपारमथ AAA RATA TAPAS ! 
आभिमुंद्रितदेहस्तु न भूय pu जायते ॥ 


न चेडशमुद्रिकापर्कपरिज्ञान-तद्धारण-निन्दितमगासनस्थदेहभ्या- 
नस्यापवर्मलाधनत्वं श्रुतयो aria, ता हेहिकासुप्मिकसकलविपया- 
मिलापविम्ुखस्य अखिलजमगत्कारणवासुदेयात्मभावनेकळभ्यं मोक्षमा- 
चक्षते तमेव विदित्वा अतिम्रत्युमेति, नान्यः पन्था अयनाय विदयते 
इत्याद्यः, एवं wage अपि समस्तशाख्मतिपिद्वकपारपा्रभोत्रन- 
TOT A TMT ATS ALT सुराकुम्भस्थापन-तत्स्यंदेचताचंनादे- 
रेव दष्टाडटामीछसिद्धिमभिदधानाः थतिवंहिप्छता एव । 


८४. ufu पाशुपतरौचाभ्यां विरुद्धाविसदसमसुर्धं किचि 
तदपि शुतिबदिप्ळतमेव | 


+ wearer Raga t 


» 


vv 


आग्रमप्रामाण्यप् 


ert पाझुपतप्रक्रिया t 


जीवाः qun उच्यन्ते तेपामधिपतिदिरावः । 

स तेपामुपकाराय पञ्चाध्यायीमचीकलळायत्‌ ॥ 

तत्र पञ्च पदार्थास्तु व्याख्याताः कारणादय: | 

कारणं कार्य विघिर्योगो gara: इति, 

उपादानं निमित्तश्ञ व्याख्याते कारणं द्विधा। 
निमित्तकारणं रुद्रस्तत्कला कारणान्तरम्‌ t 

nerd महदादिकार्यमुदित॑ तद्वद्विधिगीयते 
गूढाचारमुखरमशानभसितदानावसानः परः d 

योगो घारणसुच्यते ef [umm तथा 
ward हि मतोऽपयर्ग इति ते पञ्चापि संकीतिताः ॥ 


आस्न्तिकी दुःखनिदत्तिडुःखान्तदाब्देनोक्ता तामेव fune 
बैशेषिकात्मशुणोच्ठेदळक्षणां झुक्तिं मन्यते इयमेच चेश्वरकर्पना दोवा- 
नामन्येषां sri 


e 


सेयं सर्वा श्वतिविरुद्धा कल्पना यतः | 
जगन्निमिचोपादानं परं ag gat श्रुतम्‌ ॥ 
महानन्दात्मको मोक्षस्तभतत्रासकुच्छुतः il 
परस्परविसोघेन व्यादतेपां प्रमाणता | 
अयीदण्डग्रतिक्षेपं किश्चिन्ेव मतीक्षते ॥ 
किञ्च शैवादयो बेदसिद्धवर्णाध्रमाद्वहिः ! . 
फल्पयन्त्याध्रमादीनि ततोऽपि श्रतिवाह्यता ॥ 


यदाहुः । 


<६. 


ततरो रुद्रः 


दीक्षाप्रवेशामात्रेण प्राह्मणो भवति क्षणात्‌! , 

कापलं अतमास्थाय यतिमेबति मनवः ॥ इति 1 

न च वाच्यम्‌ अप्रमाणभूतमियन्ते uuu कथं प्रत्ययि- 
प्रणयतीति a च समाननामनिर्माद्ससरणनियन्धनमिति 


युक्तम्‌ अतिप्रसञ्कादिति-यतः 


आगमप्रामाण्यम्‌ v 


नामेकत्वरुतश्रान्तिकल्पना5ऱ्युपपद्यते | 
rma चान्यत्र तावता5तिप्रसज्यते ॥ 
अमादोऽपि च नात्यन्तं य्द्वादिषु न सम्मयी। 


यदा रुद्रस्य मोहदशास्रप्रणेठृतयाऽवगतत्याद्‌ व्यामोददवितुमेच 
हीददाशास््रयणयनसुपपद्यत इति नावदयँ प्रमाद पयाथयितव्यः, तथा 
स वाराहे । 


wa हि रुद्र ! मद्दावाहो ! मोहशास्त्राणि कारय I 
कुहकादीन्द्रजालानि विरू्द्धाचरणानि sr ॥ 
दर्शयित्या$ल्पमायासं फळं शीघ्रं प्रदर्दाय । 
gairen जनं सर्व मोहयाञ्च॒ महेश्वर ! ॥ इति । 

तया ata भगयान wc भस्तुतशीवाद्यागमानां स्वयमेव घेद्याहयत्वं 

घेदमार्गापश्नटजनाधिकारित्वं तद्वघामोदैकमयोजनतां च दर्शयति i 

गे वेदमार्गनिर्सुकास्तेपां मोहार्थमेय च । 
नयसिद्धान्तमार्गण मया tret प्रदृदितम्‌॥ 
तस्मादारभ्य TAY मत्प्रणीतेषु सत्तमाः | 
शास्त्रेष्वभिरतो लोको न वेदान वहु मन्यते । 
तथा पाछुपतादीनि प्रयतन्ते कली युगे ॥ 

तथा च भगवत्परिवारत्वव्यतिरेकेण स्वप्रधानपूजां पाञुपतादितन्म- 

सिद्धां वेदवाह्यां दशयति 1 

तदेदवाहा कर्मोक्तं भामुद्दिदयोपसेब्यते । 
तद्वै पाशुपतं नाम कनिषं मोहनं न्णाम्‌ ॥ 
मां विष्णुव्यतिरेकेण पूजयन्ति नराधमाः 1 
इत्यादिचाक्यजातानि न रिख्यन्तेऽतिमौरवात्‌ ॥ 
व्यक्तञ्च चेद्चाह्मत्वभेतच्छास्राठुभामिनाम्‌ t 

यथा aa! j 
aan ताञ्जरामस्मकपालबतधारिणः। 
भविष्यथ aden वेदकमेवहिप्छताः ॥ 


Xg भागमम्रामाण्यम्‌ 


कंछी तद्ूपिणस्सर्वे जटालगुडधारिणः। 
स्वच्छन्द्बतवेपाश्च। मिथ्यालिङ्गघरास्तथा 1 
्रह्मशापाय्निनिर्दग्धा रुद्रमक्ता जटाघराः.॥ इति, 
असिद्धञ्चैतच्छेवागमेधु 1 
रुद्रां कङ्कणं हस्ते जरा चैका च मस्तके | 
कपाळ भस्मना खानम्‌ इत्यादि d 
तथा चैतेपामादित्यपुराणेऽपि भगवत्त्यागेन समं rerit कथयति। 
अन्ये अस्मजरोपेता यथोक्ता गौतमात्‌ t 
शापाल्सन्त्याजिता वेद॑ देवं नारायणं तथा,॥ इति i 
RA वासुदेवस्थ मन्दा निन्दां वितन्वते । 
; ' ते च पापण्डिनो शेया यथा 83 खमीरितम्‌॥ 
' ञे तु सामान्यभाचेन मन्यन्ते पुरुषोत्तमम्‌ | 
ते चे पाषण्डिनो Ben वेद्‌मार्गवहिष्छताः ॥ इति, 
ततश्च । i : 
पत पय च ते येषां वाड्यानेणापि नार्चनस्‌! , 
पापण्डिनो विकमेस्यानित्यादिस्ट्रतिषूदितम्‌॥ 
या वेदबाह्या इत्येतदपि चेदशागोचरम्‌। 
तस्मान्न वेदमूलत्वं नापि प्रत्यक्षमूलता ॥ 
तन्त्रान्तराणां युक्तेति कल्प्यते कारणान्तरम्‌। 


<५. नज सूलान्तरापेक्षा यदि स्यादस्तु दूषणम्‌ ॥ 
gamo विज्ञानं भवतां ag दर्शने । 
सत्ये तदेव विज्ञानम्रामाण्यमपनीयते ॥ 
याधकारणदोपाम्यां तावपि द्वाविह स्फुटौ t 
पर्वं छुतिविसुद्धस्य स्फुटमूलान्तरस्य यत्‌ ॥ 
पञ्चरात्रेण साधम्म्ये तन््रत्वेनाभिधिल्सिनम्‌। 
कियात्वैन तु erac ब्रह्महत्याऽश्वमेधयोः॥ 
श्चुतिमत्यक्षयोस्त् यतोभूलत्वनिध्धयः | 


भागमग्रामाभ्यम््‌ Ys 


८८, wa च थतिमूळत्वे वेदादेचार्थसिद्धित्तः॥ 
तत्मणेठ्स्तन्मत्वकस्पना AIAG | 
aa न कल्प्यते पुंसि स्वातन्यं rat fi तद्‌ ॥ 
तस्याध्यक्षमिदं सर्वे मीपा$स्माद्दिमादिपु | 


<९. नए वेदमूला एच चेदेताः despues: किं तर्हि तदर्थ 
स्मरणवचन्मूळभूतवेदवाक्यसारणे नाज्यते पाञ्चयत्रिकाणाम्‌,। न 
चार्थस्मरणस्य प्रयोजनवत्त्वात्‌ तम्य विफलत्वात्‌ तदनादरणीयमिति 
युक्तं, न दि यतः प्रामाण्यं तदेव freni युक्तम्‌। 
अथ विस्मरणोपपत्तये अलीननितत्यानुमेयद्ासखामूलता आधीयते 
तदा यदेच येन प्रमाणतया परिगृहीतं स तत्मळीनशास्ामस्तके 
निक्षिप्य ममाणीकुर्यात्‌।_ नित्पानुमेयमलोनशाजयोस्तु स्वरूपसिद्धि- 
रेव gmi 
अथ विद्यमानशाणामूळा एच ताः Sra? तदा aes hy 
तत पवोपलमेरन इति ग्रन्थप्रणयनम्रयासवैय र्थ्यम्‌ 
अघ्रोच्यते स खलु भगवान्‌ अमोधसहजसंवेदनसा कषाद्भचद Ras- 
वेदराशिर्वि्रकीर्णविविधविध्यर्थवादमन्मात्मकानेकदाखाध्ययनधारणा- 
दिष्यधीरधियो भक्तानवलोक्य तदनुकम्पया लघुनोपायेन तदर्थ संक्षिष्यो- 
पदिदेशेति म किश्चिदनुपपत्नम्‌ । 
यथाऽऽदुः। 
Farag यथासारं सङ्गृह्य भगवान्‌ हरिः। 
भक्तानुकम्पया विद्वान्‌ सञ्चिक्षेप यथासुखम्‌ ॥ 
इति, पते च मन्वादिसमस्तस्मरणसाधारणाः पर्यनुयोगास्तन्न- 
रीकाइतपरिश्रमाणामनायासपरिद्दर्या इति नेह प्रपञ्चते । 


So. Ag "ii वेदमूळत्वं पञ्चरामतन्राणामलुपणं वेदनिन्दा- 
aia, उक्तं हि चतुर्षु पुद्पा्थेमलभमानः शाण्डिल्य qd शास्त्र- 
मधीतवान्‌ इति, अनयगतवचनव्यक्तेरय edad, न हि निन्दा 


ve कागमग्रामाप्पम्‌ 


निन्य निन्दितुं sede अपि छु निन्दितादितरत्मौसितुम्‌ । ययैतरेयक- 
बराह्मणे प्रातः mach ते घदन्ति इत्यदुदितद्दोगनिन्दा sad 
प्रशँसार्थेति गम्यते यथा मानवे! 
uat देवंदेवत्यो um aye । c 
amizga पिन्यः स्यात्‌ तस्मात्तस्याश्युचि्ध्वेनिः ॥ 
इति सामवेदनिन्दा इतरवेदमरांसार्था, यथा या भारते । 
चत्वार पकतो वेदा भारतं चेकमेकतः | 
समागतैस्तु कपिभिस्तुळयाऽरोपितं qu Il 
महत्वे च गुरुत्वे च ध्रियमाणं यतोऽधिकम्‌। 
TRITT RNT महाभारतमुच्यते ॥ 
इति महाभारतप्रशासार्थेति wea न वेदन्रिन्देति । qq पञ्चराचः 
प्रशंसेति गम्यते । 
अथालुदितहोमादेरन्यत्र स्तुतिदर्शनात्‌। 
अतत्परत्वं निन्दायास्तथात्रापि भविष्यति ॥ 
चेदप्रशंसा ggat: पञ्चरात्रेऽपि ez | 
न दि तेभ्यः परं किञ्जिदू वाडय़यं कमळासन। 
वेदान्तैरिदमेधोक्तं तच्वश्ञानोपपादकेः ॥ इत्यादी i 


९१. अपि च चतुर्षु वेदेषु इति नायमर्थः वेदेषु पुरुषार्थो नास्तीति 
किन्तु यस्तेषु पुरुषार्थस्तमलभमान इति । 

ag youd घेदेपु लभमान इत्यन्ययो न वेदेषु पुरुपार्थमिति, Sd 
व्यावर्त्यामावात्‌, न हि वेदेष्वेवायं पुरुपार्थो न लभ्यते अतो वेदेषु यः 
पुर्यार्थस्तमळममानः तद्‌मिलापी पञ्चसावशारत्रमधीतवानिति पञ्चय" 
शुच्योरेकार्थ्यमेच प्रतीयते । 


(QR. यत्पुनरुक्तमुपनयनादिसंस्ङतानां भगवदाराघनार्थतया 
दीक्षालक्षणसँस्कारविधानादयैदिकत्वमिति . तदयुक्तं ब ह्युपनयनादि- 
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संस्छृतानां ज्योतिषटोमादिकर्माह्वतया दीक्षादिसंस्कारविधायकम्‌ SUN. 
uaa, इत्यादिवाक्यभवै दिकं भवति 1 


अथ वैदिकसंस्कारात्‌ संस्कारान्तरविधानं gas agati farà 
हि पञ्चपत्रशासत्रस्य अवैदिकत्वे तस्य संस्कारान्तरस्वसिद्धिः तत्सिद्धी च 
तस्यावेदिकत््वखिद्धिरिश्यन्योन्ाश्रयणात्‌ | 


किञ्च समस्तपैदिकसंस्कारेभ्यः संस्कारान्तरत््वं वा Ug उत 
कतिपयेभ्यः संस्कारेभ्यः, न तावदनन्तरः कल्पः उपनयनादिसंस्कार- 
स्यापि चौलादिसंस्कारात्‌ संस्कारान्तरत्वेनावैदिकत्वप्रसङ्गात्‌ , न चान्यः 
कल्पः, उक्तदोपानतित्रत्ते, न छुपनयनं समस्तवैदिकसंस्कारेभ्यः 
संस्कारान्तरम्‌ । असिद्धश्च समस्तवैदिकसंस्कारव्यतिरेकः usnm. 
manh वैदिकत्वादित्युक्तमेव | 


९३. यदपि 'घर्मभमाणत्वामिमतचतुर्दैश विद्यास्यानेप्वपरिगणित- 
त्वात्‌ पाह्युपतादितन्यवत्‌ घयीवाहात्यमिति--तदपि द्वैपायन-चाल्मीकि- 
प्रणीतमारतरामायणाद्रिगरन्येरनैकान्तिकम्‌ । 


९४. यक्त भगवता याद्रायणेन निरस्तत्वादिति agen, कथं हि 
अगवान, Rae: सकललोकादर्शाभूतपरमभागवतो भागवतं झार 
निरस्यतीत्यु्तेदपेत | 

, य एवमाह । 
इद्‌ marna भारतारयानविस्तरातत्‌ | 
आविध्य मतिमन्याने qui छृतमिवोद्धतम्‌ n 
नवनीत यथा दक्षो द्विपदां ब्राह्मणो यथा । 
आरण्यकं च वेदेभ्य ओपघीभ्यो ययाऽम्हृतम्‌ ॥ 
इदं मद्दोपनिषदं चतुयेदसमन्विनम्‌। 
साङ्लययोगतान्तेन पऱ्वराथानुशब्दितम्‌ ॥ 
इदं धेय दै ह्य इदं हितमचुत्तमम्‌ 1 
क्रग्यजुस्सामभिर्जुएमथर्वाह्विरसेस्तथा ॥ 
भविष्यति प्रमाणं घे पतदेवानुशासनम्‌। इति, 


“o SEIT 


भीष्मपवेण्यपि। 
ब्राह्मणे added: aa रवळक्षणैः à 
अर्चनीयञ्च temer पूजनीयश्च माघवः tl 
सात्वतं विधिमास्थाय गीतस्संकर्पणेन यः । 
द्वापरस्य युगस्यान्ते आदौ कलियुगस्य च ॥ इति। 


तथा झान्तिपर्चेण्यपि | 
अवद्यं यैष्णषो दीक्षां विरोत्‌ सर्ययलतः । 
दीदिरताय विरोपेण प्रसीदेश्वात्यथा हरिः॥ 7 
वसन्ते Hage wey राजन्यमेव च । 
शरदः समये वैश्यं हेमन्ते दाद्रमेच च ॥ 
स्त्रियं च वर्षाकाले तु पञ्चरात्रविधानतः ॥ 
amı 
वेदैश्वतुभिस्सां मित कृतं मेरौ महागिरौ । 
एवमाद्वचोमद्रीशतेस्सादरमीरितेः ॥ 
घेदान्तसारसवेस्थमात्मीयं परमं मतम्‌। 
पञ्चरात्रं निराकुर्यात्‌ कथे द्वैपायनः स्वयम्‌ t 


९५. कथं adie सूत्रम्‌ उत्पत्यसंभवात्‌ इति । किं चाऽस्य सत्रस्य 
हदयम्‌। इदमस्य सत्रस्य, भागयतशास्त्रे जीवोत्पत्तेः प्रतिपाद्यमानत्वात्‌ 
तस्याञ्च श्रुतिन्यायविरोघेनासम्भवादसमीचीनं शास्त्रमिति । mu 
aaia पश्चराधशास्त्रनिराकरणपरं स्त, म हि पञ्चरात्ररास्त्रेषु 
औवोत्पत्तिरद्लीकृता Nagera i 

भन्वस्तीदँ वचनै वाञ्चुदेयः परा प्रसृतिः परमात्मा ततस्संकर्यणो नाम 
जीवो जायते agi sued मनो जायते ततोऽनिस्दनामा 
अहङ्कारो जायते । इति, 


र] सम=दान्दाष्ाद्वितेन anges ogre शमितराब्दो भवति दयार्थं d 
CERA अथवा समन्वितमित्येव अनुत्यायः्‌ । 
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t अघि तु व्यूइरूपेण व्यक्तिदेवस्य कीर्ते । 
तचर संब्यवद्दाराथ जीय-शान्दः रुज्यते ॥ 
वर्णानामानुखोम्येन पूज्यमेदर्मासद्धये । 
यथाऽऽषटुः | f 7 . 
वर्णश्वतुर्भिश्चत्वारः पूजनीया यथाक्रमम्‌ 1 इति, अपि च जीव- 
मनोऽहङ्कारशच्दा न तन्मात्रवचना अपि तु तक्तदघिष्ठानाधिरृतविलक्षण- 
विग्रहवत्पुरुपामिधाना इति, 
विचित्रदेहसंपत्तिजन्मेति व्वपदिदयते । , 
"A तोयेन जीवानित्येतदयजुमूझि यथा वचः ॥ 
अपि च जीवोत्पत्तिप्रलयादिगोचराः श्रतिस्टृतिठोकवादाः चरा- 
'चरव्यपाथ्रयस्तु स्यात्‌ aI भाक्तस्तद्भावभावित्यादित्यनैव 
aanta gafat: U . 
किञ्च नात्मा शुतेनिल्यत्त्वाच ताभ्यः eta ब्रह्मणो जीवोत्पत्तिः 
श्रुतिस्मृतिन्यायविरोघेन निरस्ता सती न पुनरुपन्यासं प्रयोजयतीति 
अनधिकरणीयमधिएकरणमापद्येत । 


` ९६. एतेन न च a करणम्‌ इति सूत्रं व्याख्याते, न ह्यत्र 
"oj: aging करणस्य मनस उत्पत्तिरुच्यते, उक्तं हि frago- 
SUSHI पते शब्दा इति, 
2C किमिति या कर्कः करणच्ोत्पद्यते देवदत्तादेः ay: egm- 
करणोत्पत्त्यदर्शानादिति चेत्‌, हन्त हतस्ते अपगतसकलकरणकलाप- 
स्वमददिममतिष्ठत्रमणः प्राणमनःप्रशृतिनिखिलकरणोत्तपत्य भ्युपगमः, एत- 
स्माज्जायते प्राणो मनः सर्वेन्द्रियाणि च इति, 

' . अथ शुतिमसिद्धत्यरततत्तयैवाम्युपेयते | 

पञ्चरातर्रसिद्धत्यादिदं किन्नाभ्युपैपि भोः॥ 


- ¶ समस्ति, arate जीवजन्माभिधीयते 1 
$ चराचरधिकरणम्निसर्धः t 
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न हि स्सृतिप्रसिद्धार्थपरित्यागोऽतिशोभनः | 
निर्दोषज्ञानजन्मत्वात्‌ प्रमाण्यं दि सपं द्योः ॥ 


९७. यत्तु चत्वारः एते किं समानैश्वयेभायिनः । 
maar किसुतैकस्य स्वेच्छामूर्तिचतुष्टयी ॥ 

इति विकल्प्य । . 
समानेश्वर्यभागित्वे तुल्यत्वाच्ैव कार्यता । 
पकस्य मूर्तिमेदश्चेत्‌ किं मेदेन प्रयोजनम्‌ ॥ ; 


इति दूपयतीति व्याख्यातं विज्ञानादिभावे चा तदग्रतिपेघ इति । 

तदयुक्तम्‌ असम्भावनीयत्वाद्विकस्पस्य, न हि फेनचिदीश्वर- 
घादिना अनेकेश्वरं जगदभ्युपगतं विशेषतश्च cero चासुदेव 
एवैकः परा प्रकृतिरिति वदद्भिः, किन्तु ख पव भगवान्‌ लीलाविरचित- 
wala: सकलमपि जगत्संरक्षतीति। - ` 

* ` न चेदमलुपप्ं वल-भरतावरजात्रजादिमाडुर्भाववदुपपत्ते', ययैव 

हि भगवतः स्वलीलाविरचितगयनःपवनःहरःविरिश्चयादिमपञ्चस्य 
भचिन्त्यमहिमलीळेकमयोजनस्य राम-लद्मण भरत-दाङुप्नादिस्वच्छन्दा- 
विग्नद्दा न विरोत्स्यन्ते एवं सङ्कर्पणमद्यु्नादिभेद्ा इत्ति। 


- ९८. यत्परं--विप्रतिपेधात्‌ इति चतुर्ण वेदेपु इति श्र॒तिविप्रति- 
पेधात्‌ aene परर्परविरतिपेधाद्वा अपमाणमिति--तघ sifafaufa- 
चेघस्तु, प्रागेव प्रत्युक्तः, परस्परविग्रतिपेधस्तु , प्रधानुणसामान्यः 
विरोषादिन्यायसंपादितवचनथ्यक्तीनां तन्त्राणां नास्त्येव 1 न्यायाजुभद- 
wart तु वचसां न चिदपि परिनिध्यायकत्वं, यथाऽऽह, “न्याय- 
संपादितच्यक्ति पञ्चाद्वाक्यार्थवोधकम्‌” इति । तस्मात्यत्रकारेण इदं 
महोपनिपदम्‌ इत्यादिवचनैरवदेभ्यो विशेपेणामिमतवरम्रामाण्येषु पञ्चः 
रात्रतन्नेप्वविद्यमानजीवोत्पत्षिमतिपाइनाध्यारोपेण तन्नितकरणपरतया 
सप्र व्याख्यायमानं व्याख्याकूणामेयाण्याति ण्यापयतीत्यर्छ see । 
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९९. . तत्रैष ed: qa स्वाभि्रतलमयपरिपन्थिकपिळ-काइयपाँ- 
सुगत-जित-पशुपतिमतानां श्रुतिन्यायविरोघादसामञ्जस्यं प्रतिपादय 
अघुना स्वामिप्रितपञ्चरायतन्राणामपि इतरसमयसमानपरिगणनादुद्धौ 
सन्निद्ितानामितरसमयचदसामञजस्यमाशङ्कघ sumi {व्युत्पाद्यते 


aan 'खूत्रद्धयेन पूर्वपक्ष उपक्षिप्यते तथा दि पञ्चराभशास्त- 
मधमाणम्‌ उच्पत््वसंभवाच्‌ अतिपा्मानायाः संकपणाद्युत्पत्तेरखंभ- 
चात्‌, wanda, उभयथाऽप्यज्ञुपपत्तः तथा हि। ` 


किल चत्यार AT समानैश्वर्यमागिनः | 
एको वा emu देघाऽप्युत्पत्यसंभवः॥ 
समामैश्वर्यभागित्वे तुल्यत्वासैव secura 
पकात्मत्वेऽ भ्युपेतेऽपि तथोत्पत्तेरसंभचः | 
सष्टटज्यचिभागो हि referat ॥ 


ioo. तथा न च कर्तुः करणम्‌। इतश्च अप्रमाणं कर्चेः सङ्कर्षण 
dunia करणस्य प्रदयञ्ञसंशस्य मनस उत्पत्यसंभवात्‌, न हि 
देवदत्तात्परछुरुत्पद्यत इति। 


एवं या। न च कर्तुः करणम्‌ इतश्च Up संक्पणात्‌ त करण- 


मत्पद्यते TAT पथ समस्तकरणोत्पत्तिश्रतेः, पतस्मा्जायते प्राणोमनः- 
सर्वेन्द्रियाणि च इति। 


१०१, विशानादिभावे ar तदमतिपेध इति, बा-शब्दात्पक्षो 
विपरिवर्ते i 


यदुक्तसुभयथाऽपि सकर्षणा्ुत्पत्तेरसंभवादप्रामाण्यमिति नेत- 
दस्ति तस्यास्लङ्क्यणा्यत्पत्तेरम्रतिपेधः । 


ग कणादः een: समौ à 


पॅ स्वूणानिखननन्यायेनेयर्थः थया हि opt द्रढयितुभिच्छवस्तां खयमेव स्तेन 
परिचाल्य परीक्षन्ते । 
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v» यदि हि'विज्ञानादय पत्ते न भवेयुः स्थाडुत्पत्तिप्रतिषेघः 177 


T Brent चार्दिंचेति विज्ञानादि ब्रह्म cru घंहाभावे उत्पत्तेर- 
प्रतिपेधः!' ' ' ` E 
1 भादौयते-उपादीयते उपयुज्यते सर्वेकार्याथमित्यादि स्वेजगन्निदानं mm, 
यद्यपि उपसर्ग घोः किरिति पाणिनीयेन किप्रलयान्तादि-राब्दर्थ निल्यपुसत्ं mf तथापीह 
औणादिकप्रलयेन 'साधुभावो$वगन्तव्यः दिष्टमयोगे dag घातुरुपाणीसादिना तथैबानु- 
शिष्टत्वेन शिष्टि्टरेव च ग्रयोगमूलतया sura पँस्तवकत्पंनात । S 


अथवा fram 'चादिवेत्येव पाठः । ततश्च विज्ञानं a विज्ञानादि इति 
समाहाखन्हः, विज्ञानादीतिजतसमाहारदन्दके विजञानादिपदे निर्विसर्गकपाठावलोकनप्रान्तित 
एव wein दिज्ञानं चादिधेति विवक्षणीये विज्ञानं चादि चेति विठिलिखुरिति 
केयिन्मन्यन्ते । इत एवास्ररसेन” कल्पान्तरमवललम्विरे परन्याचायीः। एवमेव च 
विज्ञानादिसूचे श्रीमाष्येऽपि शद्खासमाध्यभ्यूहनमिति इतं gare वाचामिति चापरे । 
वस्तुतस्तु श्रीमाप्यवोशेषु आगमप्रामाण्योरेधु च wet Rafe Paes 
(विज्ञान चादि च विज्ञानादित्रह्न तद्भावे) इत्येव प्रामाणिकः पाठः इत्यवश्यं तातपर्यबिशेषेण 
स प्रयोगो यक्तन्यो न तु यथाश्तार्थकादि-पदेमाचरमार्थेन soa । cara 
आत्समन्तादुं शीलमस्येत्यादि परमं ब्रह्म यम्यजातौ णिनिस्ताच्छील्ये । इति पाणिनीयेन 
ताच्छीत्येऽर्चेणिनिः, emer चासाधारण्यं विवञ्यते तच भत्ता घराचरप्रहणादित्यधिकरणोक्त- 
रीत्या ब्रह्मासाधारणं कर्मेति तादशार्थकादिपदेन निणिळजगददनकतृ परं घ्ह्मामिहितं भवति 
wa सा्गयादुक्तदिशा प्रथानधर्मा माभूदिति विज्ञानपदेन विरोष्यते । एवं च जम्मायस्य 
यत इति सूत्रे आदिपदेन जगत्स्थितिप्रणाशहेतुताया लक्षणत्वेनामिमततया,लक्षणेनेतरमेद- 
साधने जन्मादित्रितयस्य vee हेतुतायां arene भत्येकमेव हेतुताया वाच्यत्वेन 
खासाधारणस्पेणादिन्‌ पदेन ग्रह्मोपस्थापितं भवतीति। सति चैवं (विज्ञानं चादि च 
विज्ञानादि ब्रह्म) इति श्रीभाष्याचायोगां परमाचार्याणां श्री यामुनसुनीनां चाभिधानमकज्ञसा 
समज्ञसमिति यथाधुतार्थप्रादिणां केपाचिदमीपामाचायतात्पर्योचवत्रोधनिवन्धनमेवानुपपत्यमि 
धानम 1 परे हु संपादितत्वात्‌ fus इत्वा denen थये विधाय भाद इति ur 
ततो मत्वर्थयिनिना आदिनपदे सिपाधयिषन्ति। तदिदमपि प्रक्रियागौरवपरादृतमिति 
aig’ fea. किं च अच्छन्दस्य संपदादिक्ष्यिन्तस्य निल्यव्रीत्वे ततोऽणि जाते 
अणन्तत्वेन छौपोऽदस्यं भावेन आदी इति स्यादिति ततोऽपि नेष्टसिद्विसंमावना । यदपि 
अदनमाद इति मावे इति puram घ्न gen भावधनन्ताच मतवर्थीयेनिना आदिनुएद- 
असाघनं तदिदं घनपोद्येति पाणिनीयानुझासनविस्मरणनिवन्धनं «fer धस्यादेशविघामात्‌ t 


स्पगमप्रामाऱ्यम «M 


cant मयति पकस्यैय पर्मात्मनो धासुदेयस्यापरिच्छिश्रादाक्ेः 
भ्वपावायेश्चयदात्‌, पार्यक्यरणमायोपपस्तिरिति । 


Ry न wpe उन्पचते घाण एव उत्पत्तिश्चुतेरिति तदपि 
wer foams «fane t 


१०३. {अपि च, न च mgs करणम्‌ इति किमुत मयति किं यस्याः 
Pirat werd, तत्‌ तटितियाकर्चुनोन्पचते, उत यदू uu फापि फरण 
तत्‌ कुतश्चिदपि कक्षुर्नोत्य्यत इति t 


ami uu सिद्दसाधनतया अतुमामस्य विप्रतिषेधः, | 
TA सद्क्यणात्कर्धुरत्पचमानं मनः स्योस्पादग करणं uu em, मापि 
स्वोत्पत्ता कर्येत्यात्‌। 


अपरेऽपि कर्पे प्रत्यक्षपिप्रतिषेघः उदकादगणादी वरणमूतामा- 
मपि घटादीनां up कुलान्टादेसम्पचिदर्ानात्‌, तदिदमाह यिप्रति- 
चेघादिति । 


१०३. यद्वा सत्रदयस्यास्य व्यास्यानान्तरमुच्यते | 

विश्ञानादेः प्रमाणत्त्रद्देतोर्मावेन युज्यते n 
पञ्चयातरप्रमाणत्वनिपेधोऽतिप्रसङ्गतः t 
rara ceterae AN : 
निरस्तमप्रमाणत्वं पिकातप्रहणादिष्द । 
NFAT AAAI STINT d 
आदिशाम्देन तम्रापामातोक्तत्वं विवक्चितम्‌ i 

त विग्रतिपेधाधेतिपुद्राथं इतः प्रदृति । "ELE 

fug mornite: रवेस्ियय्यापारसामान्यफरणस्य मनस: cect 


vef मवति, जीवि अदर्शनादिति पूर्वपक्षीति चेत्न भगवतः स्वय मनोऽपेक्षा नास्ति 
मन उादनविप्य va amt सानवाधिसा अऊरणत्वात्‌ i 


“g STT, 


79:.तथा दि) : 
यस्साक्षात्‌ कुरुते सदा सहजया JEN समस्ते जगत्‌ 
यः पुंसामभिवञ्च्छितानि दिशति ध्यानेकसंतर्षितः | 
नित्यावाप्तसमस्तकाम इति यं प्राहुसत्रयीपारगाः 
तस्मिन्‌ विभ्रमविप्रलम्मनसुखा दोषा भवेयुः कथम्‌ ॥ 


, deu. serere quier पूर्वसत्रदयोदितः 1 
संदर्षणादिसूतीनां तत्र प्रतिविधीयते॥ 
'विप्रतिपेधात्‌ इति पञ्चरात्रस्मरणा्ञुमितमगवतमत्यक्षविग्रतिपेधात्‌ 
तदचुमितश्चतिविप्रतिपेधाद्वेति 1 
१०५. यद्वा epu न्यायपरदर्शनपरत्वात्‌ पञ्चरत्रश्ठत्पोरसन्तमपि- 
विरोधं mensa Parad तथा दि t 
सति वेदविरुद्धत्ये किछु मन्वादिवाक्यवत्‌। 
अप्रमाणमिदं शास्त प्रमाणं वेति संशये ॥ 
अप्रमाणं विरुद्धार्थममित्युत्पत््यसम्भवात्‌। 
असम्भवश्च सापेक्ष निरपेक्षत्वदे|तुकः ॥ . 
यावद्धि सापेक्षं पञ्चरात्रस्रणं न मूळप्रमाणोपस्थापतमुखेन 
स्वार्थे प्रमातुमुपक्रमते तावच्निरपेक्ष्ापौरुपेयागमभुवा प्रत्ययेन तदर्थः 
स्यात्यथा परिच्छेदात्तद्विर्द्वायाः प्रमितेरुत्प्यसम्भवात्‌। 
तावद्धि पञ्चरात्रस्य मूलक्चत्यववोधनम्‌ | 
उप्रत्यक्षशास्त्रशस्भेण याचन्मूलं न त्यते ॥ 


१०६. नल कथं वेदा वा निरपेक्षा यावता तेषामपि अगवद्लुमव- 
सापेक्षमेव प्रमाणत्वं तत्कारणत्वात्‌ , wa fü wages 
तदनुभवलापेक्षाः ot Ber अपीति तत्रोच्यते “न 'च कर्चुः करणं ” 


† विचारदेतुकइलर्थः । 
ई यावन्मूलं न इन्यत इति तन्तरवार्तिवम्‌ t 


आागमप्रामाष्यमू uy 


न फर्चुरीश्वरस्य करणं वेदाः । क्रियन्त इति करणं, कर्मणि aged 
अपौरुपेया वेदा इति यावत्‌ । 


१०७, विज्ञानादिभावे बा तदप्रतिपेधः, न चैतदस्ति agora 
मम्रमाणमिति । किन्तर्हि ! तदअतिपेधः अमित्युत्पत्तेरप्रतिपेघः; 
विरूद्धार्थमपि विकल्पेन ्रमाणमित्यर्थः असम्भवञ्भम विप्रलस्मभगवद्‌मु- 
भवमूलत्वाद्‌ , विशानादिभावे विशानं-विरिष्ट ज्ञानं भलम्भवत्स्खटनमिति 
यावत्‌ , अन्येपा हि सवेघर्मशास्त्रनिवन्दणां सांसारिकत्तवेनासावेश्यात्‌ 
armen सम्भाव्यमानविविधेविष्ठय॑ mm, भगवतस्तु 
स्वाभाविकनिरडुदीश्वर्येस्य श्रुतिदातसमघिगतावितथसद्दजसमत्तधर्मा- 
धर्मादिसाक्षात्कारं शानमिति Raai, तारशस्यातस्यादिभावे 
मूलत्वे सति तदप्रतिषेधः प्रमाणमेवेति t 


१०८, aa कथं थुतिविरुद्धस्य TS प्रामाण्या भ्युपगमः तत्मामाण्ये 
दि yar लह विकल्पः ग्रामोति, Raa अएदोषडुएः, a च 
छचिद्न्यतरपरित्यागकारणाभावादगत्याऽ भ्यनुशञायते, यथा घ्रीहिमियेजेत 
de इति, न हि तत्रान्यतरदपहत्तु शक्यम्‌ उभयोरप्यनपेक्षत्वा- 
विशिष्टत्यात्‌। न चेवमपि पक्चरात्रधुत्योर्विकल्पेन भवितव्यम्‌ अतुल्य 
त्वात्‌, निरपेक्षं हि वैदिक घचनम्‌ अपौरुपेयत्वात्‌, सापेक्षं च 
पञ्चरात्रबचनमिति कथमनयोर्चिकल्पः 1 


१०९. अूयताम्‌। 
पश्चराचशास्त्रस्पापि निरपेक्षत्वादेच । 
spa पौरुपेयस्य वचसो निरपेक्षता 
इति येदिदमाचष्टां पृष्टस्सन्षेप तार्किकः ॥ 
किमस्य योधकत्वाय परापेक्षा$भ्युपेयते । . 
किं चा निक्चायकत्वाय यथार्थैज्ञापनाय वा ॥ 
पुमर्थत्वाय वा तत्र चलुर्णामप्यसम्भवः। 


+ अस्मन्नय विज्ञानस्थादिभावो विज्ञानादिभाव इति षष्रीततुस्पो ज्ञेयः । 


ye कागमप्रामाभ्यपर 


' न खलु चक्रवच्युपचारेण भगवन्तं समचेयेदितीदे वचनं श्रूयमाणं 
योधकत्वाय किञ्चिदपेक्षते अन्यत्र व्युत्पत्तित्रहणात्‌, न च तावता 
सापेक्षत्वेन दौर्वल्यं श्रुतावपि दौवैल्यम्रसङ्गात्‌। 

नापि निश्चयजननाय, न दि अ्चयेदित्येतत्‌ अर्चयेन्न वेति daft 
प्रत्ययमुत्पादयति च्युत्पत्तिमतिपच्चिव्याकोपमसङ्गात्‌ t 

नापि यथार्थत्वाय, न हयुत्पन्ने ज्ञानं स्वकारणव्यतिरेकेण यथार्थ 
त्वाय अपरमपेक्षते गुणतः प्रामाण्यस्यायुक्तत्वात्‌ अनभ्युपयमाच्च । 

न च पुरुपार्थत्वाय परायेक्षा शास्त्रशरीरपर्यालोचनादेय KTS, 
इह हि यथोक्तसंस्कारचतां शास्त्रश्रवणात्‌ वदर्थज्ञानं ततस्तदर्थपाञ्च- 
lenge, ततो निरतिशयसंपत्मातिरिति शास्त्रादेवावगम्यते | 


io. अथोच्येत सत्यपि पञ्चरात्रतन्राथां स्वतःप्रामाण्ये यावत्त- 
दक्तरासिनिक्चयपुरस्सरं दोपाभायो नावधार्यते न चावत्यामाण्यं निष्पायत 
इति तदसत्‌, न हि दोपाभावज्ञानं प्रामाण्यं निष्पादयति निर्दोपज्ञान- 


कारणादेच तदुत्पत्तेः । 


१११, न च निर्दोपत्वायाप्तत्यादिशुणनिक्चयः सत्तामात्रेण तत्सिडेः, 
यथाह घास्तिककारः | तदा न व्याप्रियन्ते तु शायमानतया शुणाः d इति, 
दोपाभावक्षाने५पि शुणानां सत्तयोपयोगो दर्शितः, दोपाभावे तु विज्ञेये 
सत्तामात्रोपकारिणः, इति। न चोत्पन्नमपि धमाणं हानोपादानादि- 
व्यवद्दारायापरमपेक्षते सरणाभिलापाम्यामेव ALAR, TAGE, AON- 
दमिळापाश्च व्यवहारः प्रवर्तते इति 1 

अपि च स्वतःपरापतम्रामाण्यानां वेदानामपि यावत्कर््रमावनिश्चय- 
get दोपाभावो नावधार्यते न तावत्मामाण्यं अतितिष्ठतीति war 
web ` 


११२. अथ योग्याज्ुपलम्भादेवानायाससिदे qup निराधय- 
दोपाणामसम्भवादमामाण्यशाङ्केव चेदे नास्ति, qeu: 


आपमम्रामाण्यम्‌ 


तत्रापवादनिर्भुक्तियेत्तवावालघीयसी | 
वेदे तेनाप्रमाणत्वं न शङ्कामधिगच्छति N 


इति चेत्‌। 
हन्त afe पञ्चरात्रतन्रेऽपि सर्वेश्षसवेश्वरवक्ततुमावादेव अयन्नसिदधे 
दोपाभावे अमामाण्यशझा नावतरतीति समानश्चर्चः | 
cage भवति उभयोरपि स्वतःम्रामाण्ययोरेकञ्ज दोषामावनिश्चयः 
तदाक्षयपुरुपाभावनिश्चयात्‌ , अन्यत्र तद्विर्दशुणवक्तककत्वनिश्चयादिति। 


यथा औष्ण्यामावनिश्चयो नभसि तदाधारत्याभावनिश्चयाज्ञले तु 
तद्विरुद्धदीत्योपलम्मादिति । 


११३. 


११४. 


किञ्च । 


सापेक्षनिरपेक्षत्ये न दि वाधस्य कारणम्‌। 
gA रजतवोधस्य निरपेक्षस्य बाधकम्‌ ॥ 
Re रजतविज्ञानं तत्सापेक्षमपीप्यते t 

सेयं ज्यालेति संवित्तेस्तेळवर्तिविनाशजा ॥ 
STEHT वाधिका दष्टा सपेक्षाऽप्यक्षजन्मनः। 
अतो निरवकाशेन सावकारां निषिध्यते ॥ 

न चेह साचकाशत्वं भगवच्छास्त्रवेदयोः। 


अथ श्र॒तिविरुद्धस्य तन््रभागस्य FITEN, 
वासुदेवप्रणीतत्वं निश्चेतुमिति मन्यसे । 
पञ्चरात्रविरुद्धस्य वेदभागस्य चा कथम्‌॥ 
अपौरुपेयताक्ञानमाविर्भवति aree, | 
तस्यापि वेदभागत्वात्‌ तथामावोऽभ्युपेयते ॥ 
अस्यापि पञ्चरारत्वात्‌ तव्प्णीतत्यमिप्यताम्‌। 
कर्तुरस्मरणात्त्र यदि 'चापोख्पेयता ॥ 
तत्कदृकत्वस्म्त्या5ध किन्न स्यात्तत्मणीतता | 
अस्ति erred tpa en दढा स्म्ुतिपरस्परा ॥ 


“s 


qe 
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पञ्चरात्रस्य निर्माता urat भगवानिति t 
तत्प्रणीतत्वविश्वासाद्‌ गजानश्वाम्‌ घने बहु ॥ 
दक्षिणां विविधां cen प्रविष्ठादीनि कुर्वते । 
‘argues कपिलो वक्ता पञ्चरात्रस्य केशवः? ॥ 
इति स्कन्दपुराणेऽपि पठ्यते भारते तथा । 

“ पञ्चसत्रस्य छत्रस्य घक्ता नारायणः.स्ययम्‌। ' 
‘et महोपनिषदं चतुर्वेदसमन्वितम्‌ 1 
साट्ठथयोगकछृतान्तेच पश्चराचराचुशन्दितम्‌ t 
नारायणमुखोद्दीतं नारदोऽश्रावयन्छुनीन्‌ | 
ब्रह्मणस्सद्ने तात ! यथादृष्टं wary’ 
एबमादिपुराणोक्तिः सहस्तेरन्यायवृंहितैः | 
चाखुदेचमणीतत्चं पञ्चत्रस्य नि्व्यथम्‌॥ 

किन्तु बेदस्य नित्यत्वे विवदन्ते विपश्चितः । 

तेम नि्दोपविश्चातकारणत्वाव्‌ द्वयोरपि ॥ 
निर्विशङग प्रमाणत्वं भगघच्छा्रवेद्योः | 

ततश्च तुल्य शिष्टत्वादू विकद्पेन प्रमाणता ॥ 

इति मत्वैतदाचष्ट सूत्रकारो महामनाः d 
विज्ञाबादिमाचे वा तदमतिपेघ इति॥ 


११५. ay च भगवतस्स्ेक्षत्वेनासंभाव्यमानायामपि श्रान्तौ सर्प 
शक्तित्वेन विधलब्धमपि भवतीति किमिदमपि शास्त्र व्यामोहयितुममि- 
Ran उत वस्लुतोऽयहितबुद्या निवद्मित्यन्यतरपक्षावळम्वनविक्ृवः 
मनां क इव निर्णेयोपायः, mors बेदवियोधादेव विष्ठयनफलमित्य- 


'्यवस्याम इति i 


तत्रोच्यते विप्रतिषेधात्‌ इति, समस्तश्चतीतिद्दासपुराणलोकः 
faster यदि विना कारणेन भगवतः सर्पेश्यक्तित्वमाप्रादू' 


विजावनशाङ्का 


1 विहित gem. पाऽ श्रन्तरविददिततवं nA: अवेति न स्यात. । 
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wad chakras धार्मिकानपि। 
पातयेन्नति teed जगदापतेत्‌॥ 


अपि चायं सर्थेशक्तित्वेन विमलिप्समानः किमतीन्द्रियासत्यार्थान्‌ 
घेदानादी निर्माय स्थनिर्माणस्मरणशक्तिमपि दिरण्यगर्भादिरपहत्य 
तत्मभूति स्वाभ्यायपरम्परामिमां afama पेति aera कर्थं 
विश्वसिमः अथास्य सत्यपि सर्येशक्तित्वे यावच्छक्ति करणे प्रमाणाः 
भावात्‌ अनघस्यानाद्‌ भगयतश्च स्यभावावातकामतया विप्रलम्मप्रयोजन- 
विरहाद्‌ यैपम्यनैधृण्यादिदोपैमत्रियापि चासंस्पृष्टत्वात्‌ सर्यभाणिजातस्य 
स्वमावखोद्ददेन व्यचस्थानादू दिमलब्धुं भणीतत्ये च विदुपामद्य यावत्‌ 
स्वाध्यायाध्ययन-तदर्था्ुष्ठानवतां तत्कदेदोपविस्मरणानुपपत्तेस्ताहद्ा- 
शड्का नास्तीति चेचदेतत्सरवैमन्यत्रापि समानम्‌। 
तया हि । 

किमस्यावाप्तकामस्य सर्वेशस्य quu: i 

अल्पसस्वेरलन्धार्थेरविप्रलब्धेः प्रयोजनम्‌ ॥ 

विप्रलब्घु छतं et कथं वा qun: 1 

इतस्ततः प्रदासन्ति तुल्यवच्छुतिमूर्दधमिः ॥ 

तथा हि येदैस्सह निर्विशेपं वाराह-रामायण-भारतादी t 

aga Ge er रहस्यभावं वांदन्ति सम्तस्तमिमं वदामः ॥ 

चेदेन पञ्चरान्नेण भक्तया ae च द्विज d 

्राप्योऽहँ नान्यथा भाप्यो वर्षलक्षदातैरपि ॥ 

qai सहस्राणां यदि कश्चिद्‌ ग्रहीप्यति t 

कर्मक्षये च मद्भक्तो यदि कव्धिद्धविष्यति ॥ 

तस्य Sar ust नित्यं छदि व{सिप्यति। 

यदिदं पञ्चरात्रं भे शास्रं venus I 

तद्‌ भवान्‌ वेत्स्यते सर्व मलगसादादसंशयम्‌। 

पुराणेश्चैय वेदैश्च पञ्चसतैस्तयेव च ॥ 


T पठन्तीति द्रविडपाठः । fase आप्ये Rrena 1 


६3 घागमभायाभ्यम्‌ 


ध्यायन्ति योगिनो नित्ये क्रलुभिश्च यजन्ति तम्‌ i 
एवमेकं umi वेदारण्यकमेच च | 
परस्पराद्ठन्येतानि पञ्चरात्रश्च सत्तम d 

, वेदेन पश्वतभेण यः प्यति स quaft t 
इदम्महोपनिपर्द चतुर्वेदसमन्वितम्‌ ॥ 
वचसामेवमादीनामानन्त्यादुपरम्यते | 
riga तन्त्रस्य fagd यदि शङ्कसे ॥ 

‘ सेतर स्यादनाभ्वास इत्येतवुर्पादिदयते | 
Rahaa) इति, 

qus । 

विरोघे$पिं विकल्पः eam भगवच्छास्त्रवेदयोः t 
विरोध एव नास्तीति प्रागेव प्रत्यपादयम्‌ ॥ 


११६. नन्वत्रभवतां भार्ष्यांकाराणां विरुद्धांशाभामाण्यामिधानं, 
कथमिव ? यद्यपि विरोधः कृत्वाचिन्तया परिहतस्तदपि गम्भीरन्यायः 
सागरमयगाहुमपरिदढानां कोमलमनसां वेदानादरो मामूवित्येयम्परम्‌, 
यथेव हि भगवतो जैमिनेः कर्मफलोपन्यासः कर्मधरद्वासंवर्दनायेति। 


११७, वेदवाह्मण्दीतत्वादपरामाण्यमवादि यत्‌ d 
पतद्वाह्म्दीतत्वाद्‌ वेदानां या कुतो न तत्‌ ॥ 
अपि च। 
कि चेदं घेदवाहात्वं का वा स्यात्तद्रद्दीतता । 
किमङ्ग वेदादन्यत्वं वेदवाह्त्वसुच्यते ॥ 
तक्चिपिद्धार्थकारित्वमादो तद्देपशीलता | 


ग भाष्यकारपदेनेद्द fief, भिथित्पितः । ध्रीमाप्यकाराः श्री६रामातुजा 
चार्याखु श्री६्यामुनमुनौनां शिप्यशिप्या इति श्रीभाप्यस्य श्री इयामुनसुन्युपरवालग्रीतत्येन 
ˆ तदिह भाष्यं न दिवक्षितु uem d 
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तथा । 
गुहीतत्वमधीतत्वं urat घा विचार्यताम्‌ 
फियमाणार्थता चा xung: adu डुप्यति॥ 
तत्र ताघद्‌। o. 
यदि वेद्वाद्विभिन्नत्वं quier साप्यघीतता | 
बेदादन्यैखिभिरवेणेरधीतं वैदिकं वचः । 
प्रमाणमिव्यनैकान्त्यं हेतोस्तच सज्यते ॥ 
शातत्येऽपि शृददीतत्वे दोषादस्मान्न सुच्यसे t 
पूर्वोक्त वेद्रवाहात्वं फ्रियमाणार्थता यदि ॥ 
ग्रहीतता$पि वेदैः स्यात्तयैय व्यमिचारिता t 
भ्रतिपिद्धार्थकर्वत्वे वेदवाह्यत्वळक्षणे॥ 
व्यभिचारस््यीवाक्यैः प्रायश्रित्तविधायकेः | 
प्रायश्चित्तविधायकानि वाक्यानि gagana, इत्यादीनि 
प्रतिपिद्वकारिमिरधीतणदीताचुष्टीयमानार्थान्येय प्रमाणानीति ताडशवेद- 
वाह्ायुहीतत्यमनेकान्तिकम्‌। 
नापि वेदद्वेपिजनपरिशुहीतत्वादमामाण्यं पञ्चराञतन्त्राणां, हेतो- 
रसिद्धत्वात्‌ , अपि च न वेदद्वेषिजनपरिग्हः आमाण्यं प्रतिहन्ति, यदि 
fe भ्रतिहन्याश्षिरगेलस्तर्द्दि नास्तिकानां पन्थाः, ते हि धेदमामाण्य- 
भोत्सादनार्‍य भयस्यन्तः 
कथञ्चिद्वेद्याक्यानि गहीत्वा विमलम्मनात्‌ | 
अनायासेन मिथ्यार्थान येदान कुर्युरदिंगम्बराः u 


११८. अथ तञरातधिकारिणामध्येतृणामेय न चाभिन्याहरेद्‌ m 
स्वघानिनयाडते इत्यादिवचनपर्यालोचनया दोपो न निर्दोपवेदवाक्या- 
नामिति चेत्‌-तत्यस्दुततन्नेष्वप्यनघिआरिधोठजनानामेप दोषः, न 
निर्दोपतन्राणामिति wü समानमन्यचाभिनिषेशात्‌। अथ मतं HY. 
"reci नाम वैदिककर्मानधिकारित्यं तदनधिकारिभिवेदवाहे्हीतत्वात्‌ 


d आगमम्रामाण्यम॒ 


Farmar अप्रमाणमिति तापि किमखिलवैदिककर्मा- 
नथिकारिजनपरिग्रहीतत्वं हेतुः, उत कतिपयवैदिककर्मानधिकारिग्रही- 
तत्वमिति विविच्य व्याचष्टाम्‌। . 

न तावदग्रिमः कल्पः कल्पते हेत्वसिद्धितः | 

न हि सोऽस्ति मनुष्येषु यः श्रौते छापि कमणि 

नाधिकुर्याद्हिसादी छुमात्रस्याधिकारतः | 

अन्यथा हि घ्राह्मणहनन-ततद्वनापदरण~वर्षाङ्गमालंगमवेदाध्ययः 

नादि कुर्वाणाश्चण्डालादयो न दुष्येयुः । तदनघिकारित्वाद्‌, यस्य हि 
यन्न कर्तव्यं तस्य हि तत्करणं प्रत्यवायाय, भतः सर्वेपामीहशायेदिक- 
कर्मणि अधिकारो विद्यत पवेत्यसिद्धो हेतुः, साधनविकलश्च eurer: | 


नापि कतिपयपैदिककर्मानधिकारिभिर्गुहीतत्वाद्रामाण्यम्‌। समस्त 
वेदचाक्यानाममामाण्यप्रसङ्लात्‌ । अस्ति हि सर्वेषां कतिपयवैदिक- 
कर्मानधिकारः, ब्राह्मणस्येव राजसूये, राजन्यस्येय सोमपाने, अतो 
व्यवस्थितवर्णा धिकारिग्रहीतवेदवचनेरनेकान्तिको हेठुः, sumitur | 
चैत्यवन्दनतः स्वर्गो भवतीतीटशी मतिः। 
न तत्परिद्रहवान्मिथ्या किन्तु कारणदोपतः t 


११९, seat घेदिकसमस्तास्तिकमवरश्गु-भरद्वाज-दवेपायनमरश्चति- 
महर्थिजनपरिग्रहः, अथत्वेडपि हि पञ्चरात्रतन्मचिदितमार्गेण प्रालाद- 
करण-मरतिमाप्रतिष्ठापन-प्रणाम-भ्रदक्षिणोत्तचादीनि प्रत्यक्षथृतिविदिता- 
भिहोश्रादियत्‌ भ्रेयस्करतरवुद्ध्या5जुतिष्ठतः रिष्टान्‌ sam, न चैत- 
दाचरणं निम्मूलमिति युक्तं सन्थ्यायन्दनाकाचरणादेरपि निरमूठत्वः 
seat, wh च शिष्टाचारस्य घामाण्यम्‌ अपि वा फारणामहणे 
प्रयुक्तानि परतीयेरच्षिति 1 


१२०. अथ भागवतजनपरिगृहीतत्वादिति हेतुः, हन्त तर्दि aaf- 
Raro चाजसनेयकेकायनशाखावचसां प्रत्यक्षादीनां 'चामामाण्य- 
nag: । 
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अथ तैरेच परिशहीतत्वादिति Eg: तदसाघारणानेकान्तिकम्‌ , 
असिद्धऽ्च । 


किमिति वा तत्परिग्रहादप्रामाण्यम्‌ अप्रैवपिकत्वादिति चेत्‌ 
किं भोः पैवर्णिकेतरसवर्णरथकारनिपादादिपरिगददीताचुष्टीयमानार्थाना- 
माथर्षणवचसां रथकार आदधीत पतया निषाघस्थपतिं याजयेत्‌ 
इत्यादिवचसां प्रामाण्य नास्ति। 


अस्तुवाऽयेचणिकपरिग्रद्योऽम्रामाण्यहेतुः, cat तु भगवच्छास्त्रानु- 
गामिनां भागवतानामुत्छष्टय़राह्मण्यं सर्येप्रमाणसमवगतमिति तत्परिग्नहः 
भामाण्यभेव द्रढयति। आह केन qp प्रमाणेनेपां ्राह्मण्यमवगतं, केन 
वाऽन्येषाम्‌ I 


१२१. ag चक्षुर्विस्फारणसमनत्तरं शिखा-यशोपवीत-पालादादण्ड- 
RAR दिजकुमारकान पदयम्तो ग्राह्मणा इत्यवगच्छन्ति इह चा किम- 
इरहरधीयमानवाजसनेयकेकायनश्ाखान विळसदुपवीतोत्तरीयशिखा- 
शारिनोऽभ्यापयतो याजयतः shea विदुषः पदयन्तो ब्राह्मणा इति 
नावयन्ति | 


अध याजन-प्रवचन-पालाशदण्डादीनां दष्टशाद्रादिपु व्यभिचार- 
संभवाद भराह्मण्यसिद्धवत्कारणेन प्रइत्तेश्च न तेभ्यो प्राह्मण्यनिणेयः, 
तङ्भागयतेतरविप्राणामपि समानम्‌ 


अथ aak तेपां फचिद्वपभिचारे तत्सामान्यादम्यच व्यभिचार- 
wert शुक्तौ crafted व्यभिचारात्‌ रजते रजतधियां ब्यमिचार- 
शङ्कावत्‌ परत्यक्षविरोधात्‌ अनवस्यानाद्च अ्ुपळभ्यमानव्यभिचारोदराहर- 
णेघु तथात्यनिश्चयस्तदन्यत्रापि समानम्‌ 


१२२, भथ मतम्‌ अन्येषां बराह्मण्यं तदसाघारणगोत्रस्मरणादिति, 
aq भामवतानामपि समानम्‌, स्मरन्ति हि भागचताः। वयं भारद्वाजाः 
चर्यं काइयपाः चयं गौतमाः ययमोपगया इति। 
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६६ आगमप्रामाण्यम्‌ 


*' न चेदं gerent निर्मूळं साम*यिकं चा सवेगोजस्परणानां sur 
भावप्रसङ्गात्‌ | MESE 
संभाव्यमानदोपत्वाद्‌ बंशानां यदि संदायः | 
, zn ततो लोकं सर्वे व्याकुळयेदयम्‌॥ ` 
तथा हि। 
जननीजारसन्देदजातचण्डालसंशयः | 
निर्विशङ्कः कथं वेदमधीपे साधुसत्तम ? t 
तेन भागयतानामविच्छिन्नपरम्पणध्रातविचितरगोत्रसरणपर्यय- 
स्थापितं ब्राह्मण्यमनपोदितमास्ते इति न भागवतानामन्येषाञ्च ब्राह्मण्ये 
shift 1 " 


१२४. यदि परं ते परमपुरुपमेवाश्रिता पक्कान्तिनः, अन्ये uz 
तिका[स्साधारणा इति। किं पुनरेतेपां ब्राह्मण्ये ्रमाणमभिहितम्‌? 
यदेवान्येपाम्‌। फेन वा तेषां ब्राह्मण्यमवगतम्‌? fus पतेन, यदि च 

, 
श्रूयतासुभयत्रापि प्राह्मण्यस्थावघारकम्‌ | 
प्रत्यक्षं चा sagai वा यद्वाऽर्थापत्तिरेव चा ॥ 


१२४. चज कथं प्रत्यक्षं ्रह्मण्यमवगमयति, न हि प्रथमाक्षसन्निपात- 
समनन्तरमरष्टपूर्ववि्रक्षथसमानबयोबेपपिण्डददयसक्रिधावजगजमहिपा- 
दिविशेषवद्यं aren अयं क्षत्रिय इति विभागेन प्रतिपद्यामहे । 

८ न च तत्पित्रादिब्राह्मण्यस्मरणसापेक्षमक्षमेघ सक्षिहितव्यक्तिवर्ति 
घ्राह्मण्यमचगमयतीति साम्परतं, तत्स्मरणस्यैव पूर्वानुभवविरहेण वन्ध्या 
सरुतस्मरणवदजुपपत्तेः | " 

न 'चालुमानात्‌ ; तत्प्रतिवद्धलिह्वादशनात्‌ | ` 
_* आधुनिकम्‌ । 
t fatty भगवानेव तेऽपि मामेव कौन्तेय यजन्त्यविधिपूर्वकमिति विनिनिन्द à 
EIE E NN d M E 


समत्वादिति भावः ) t ] 


६< आगमग्रामाण्यम्‌ 


भस्मप्रच्छादितो ufa: स्परनेननो पछ भ्यते | 

अश्वत्वादौ च दूरस्ये निश्चयो जायते ध्वनेः ॥ 

संस्थानेन घटत्वादि घाहाणत्वादि bo. 

* कचिदाचारतश्वापि सम्पभ्ाज्ञानुपाळितात्‌ ॥ इति। 

यत्समानवयोवेषपिण्डद्वयविलोकने। . 

तचचक्षणादक्षतो मेदो नावभातीति भाषितम्‌ ॥ 

नैतावता विमागस्य प्रत्यक्षत्वं Frade । 

साडश्यदोपात्तत्र स्याद्‌ विभागस्यानवश्रहः n 

समानरुपर्सस्थानश्ुक्तिकाकलधीतयोः! `. 

विवेकः सहसा नाभादिति कालान्तरेऽपि किम्‌॥ 

प्रत्यक्षो न भवेदेवं विप्रक्षत्रविशां भिदा । 

यद्वा संततिबिरोपप्रभवत्वमेव ब्राह्मण्य, तद्यान्ययव्यतिरेकाभ्यां 

यथालोकं कार्यान्तरवदवगन्तव्यमेच। के पुनः सन्ततिविदोषाः ? ag 
Mees मयुक्षते Ter | केपु या प्रयुञ्जते ? 

उक्तं गोत्रायादिस्टतिमत्स्वित्यनेकदाः | 

आस्ताममरस्तुता चिन्ता प्राची स्तूयते कथा ti 

सिद्धं गो्रादियुक्तत्वाद्‌ विप्रा भागवता इति t 


१२६, वैदयवात्यान्वये जन्म यदेयासुपवर्णितम्‌ ॥ 
पञ्चमस्सात्वतो नाम विष्णोरायतनानि सः । 
पूजयेदाशया राज्ञः स तु भागवतः स्मतः ॥ 
trang जायते बात्यादिति वाक्यद्वयेक्षणात्‌। 
अत्र qa: किमेताम्यां वचनाऱ्यां प्रतीयते ॥ 
अभिघानान्ययो चा स्याक्षियमो वाऽभिघीयताम्‌। 
न तावत्‌ सात्त्वत-भागवत-शब्दी वैदयनात्यामिधायकायेवेति 
नियन्तुं शक्यौ अप्नतीतेः । अतिप्रसङ्गा्च। न दि पञ्चमः सात्वत इत्यभ 
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सात्यत-मागयत-दाष्दयोरर्थान्तरामिघानप्रतिपेधः प्रतीयते prea. 
weenie! QE fe यात्ययैदयान्ययजन्मा यः पञ्चमः सात्वत 
इति सस्य सात्यवसंशान्ययोऽयगम्यते पञ्चमदाण्दस्य धथमनिदिष्- 
सेनोदेशांकत्यात्‌ | 


न च पञ्चमस्य सात्यतत्वे सात्यतेनापि पैद्रयवात्यपञ्चमेन 
भवितव्य, न हि उदिदयमानम्यास्रिमत्त्वे उपादीयमानस्याम्नेर्धूमयच्येन 
after अतो नेदशस्मतिपर्यालोचनया सात्यत-भागयत-दाम्दितानां 
घ्रात्पत्वनिश्चयः । 


१२७. यदि पुनरनयोर्जात्यन्तरेऽपि sum vu इति caesar 
तच्छय्दामिघेयतया भगवच्छाखाडुगामिनामपि विप्राणां तज्ञातीयत्व- 
निश्चयः, cata सदपठिताचार्यदाम्दस्थापि निरुएयात्यापत्ये प्रयोगः 
दर्शनात साङ्घसरददस्ययेददातुर्दिजपरस्यापि यात्यत्वं स्यात्‌ 1 


अथ तस्य यात्यवाचकाचार्य-ाव्दामिघेयत्वेऽति प्रमाणान्तरेणा- 

बिषुतद्राह्मण्यनिष्धयात्‌ आचार्य-दाम्दस्य आचिनोत्यस्य afer इत्यादि” 
शुणयोगेनापि घूकिसंभवाश्न यात्यत्वदाद्वा, तदापि जात्यन्तरयाचवा- 
सात्वत-भागयत-दाम्दामिघेयत्येऽपि भगपच्छाखाल्ुगामिनाममीषामतिः 
सुपएविदिएगोग्रापयादिस्सरणदढावगतत्वाद्‌ घाहाण्यस्थ सात्धत- 
भागवत-दाम्द्योश्य सत्त्वति भगवति भक्तियोगेमैय शृत्तिसम्भवा्न 
वात्यत्व्ाज्काचतारः, एतदुक्तं भघति। 

न यैकडाप्दवाच्यत्यादेकजातीयता भवेत्‌ | 

मा भूदाचार्यदाष्द्यत्वाद्‌ घ्राह्मणस्य AEN ॥ 

तथा च हरि-शब्दस्य दष्टा मण्ट्रकवाचिता। 

इति तच्छन्दवाच्यत्यात्‌ सिंहो मण्डूक पव किम्‌ ॥ 

तचा गो-शब्दवाच्यत्वाच्छब्दस्यापि Rom 


T उद्गेयसमर्थकत्वादि्र्थः 1 


ss आयमप्रामाण्यप्‌ 


iocum d 
`, :. खुधन्वाचार्य इत्याद्या यथाऽर्थान्तरवाचकाः। - 
एः; 7 आ्यान्वये प्रयुज्यन्ते तथेचेती भाविष्यतः ॥ — 
१२८. यदुक्तं योगरुढिराक्तिद्वरोपनिपाते सात्मत-भागवतःशब्दयो 

खदिशाक्तिरेवाश्रयितुसुचितेति। 

तद्युक्तं क्ुाययवशत्तयैवामिधानोपप्तौ सत्यामऊप्ताखण्डशक्ति- 
कल्पनाऽनुपपत्तेः । i 

योऽपि हि सात्वत-भागवत-ाब्दयोर्षैदयबात्यान्वयजन्मनि रूढि- 
शक्तिमभ्युपगच्छति, अभ्युपगच्छत्येच असावन्यत्र सत्त्ववद्धगव- 
च्छन्दयोः भरतिभूतयोस्तदुत्पन्नस्य च तदितपरत्ययस्यार्थान्तराभिधान” 
सामर्थ्य, सारवतं विधिमास्थाय, जन्मान्तररतः gett) भागवतो 
भवेदित्यादौ, तदिहापि तद्योगेनैच घात्यान्वयजन्मति वृत्तिसम्भवेन 
दाक्तयन्तरकल्पनायां प्रमाणे क्रमते, संमचति चेतेपामपि साक्षाद्भगवदा- 
राधनामावेऽपि वासुदेवस्यायतनशोधन -चलिनिहरण-प्रतिमासंरक्षणा- 
दिक्रियायोगेनैव सात्वत-भागवत-शाब्दाभिषेयत्वं, तस्येदम्‌ इतिं 
संवन्धमान्नेऽपि चाणप्रत्ययस्मरणात्‌ , उक्तश्च पैदयवात्यान्ययजन्ममोऽपि 
भगवदायतमादिशोधनादिक्रियायोगः, “arama Fares 
नेवेद्यमोज़नं पतिमासंरक्षणम्‌ ” इति, तथा विष्णोययतनानि 
संपूजयेदिति t 

XAR. पतेन इदमप्यपास्तं यदेपामपि वृत्तिसाम्याद यात्यत्वमिति। 
अन्यदेव हि देयायतनशोधनवलिनिर्हरणप्रतिमासंरद्ाणादिकम्‌ , अन्ये 
चामियमनोपादानेज्या-स्वाघ्याययोगा भागवतेरदरहर्जुष्ठीयमानाः फ्रिया- 
कळापा इति । ज्योति्ोपादाचिक 7 यथैव ज्योतिष्टोमे प्रहचमसाजुदादि- 
पावकरणतरक्षणादिधु तक्ष्णो व्यापारः, फत्विजस्तु विशिष्टमन््रोद्यारणः 
देयताभिष्यानाउभिएवम्रतिछु न च तायता तेयां annie 
संशाय पयमिदापि भगवच्छा्रलिदपाञ्चकालिकाञुषठातृणामन्येषा- 
मायतनशोधनादि कुर्वतां आजादपाळवयपरनास्ञामम्त्यानां चेति 1 


i 
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१३०, यत्पुनरु्क सात्वत-्भागवत-शाम्दयोयौगिकत्वे रथकार आद- 
dra इत्यत्रापि रथकार-दाप्दस्य रथकरणयोगेन घैवर्णिकवृत्तिप्रसद्ठ इति 
area) cp दि तघ्राधानोत्पत्तिवाक्यावगतचसन्ताद्रिकालवाध- 
TGR, सौधन्वना कमवः aaa इति मन्त्रवर्णावगतजात्यन्तर- 
यृत्तियाधप्रसक्ाथ । माहिष्येण करिण्यां तु रयकारः suma इति 
स्मृत्ययगतजात्यन्तरत्वेऽपि क्षत्रिययेदयानुलोमोत्पत्लो रथक्रारस्तस्ये- 
ज्याघानोपनयनफियाश्चाप्रतिपि्ा इति uper यिद्याखाण्येऽपि 
कर्मणि अधिकाराविरोधात्‌ , मैवर्णिकानाञ्च शिल्पोपजीवित्वस्प afte. 
स्वेन तेषु रथकारदाम्दस्याचुचितत्वाद्च जात्यन्तरवाचित्वाध्यवसानं, भ 
S तया विरोचोऽस्ति ! 

अपि च! 
waranty eet स्वार्थाववोधने | 
सष्टावर्यांवमानत्वं प्रत्याचए च pnus t 
प्रोक्षणीप्वर्थसंयोगात्‌ इति t 
ततश्च सत्त्वान्‌ भगवान्‌ भज्यते यैः परः पुमान्‌ 1 
ते सात्वता भागवता इत्युच्यन्ते द्विजोत्तमाः ॥ 
स्मृत्यन्तराणि च भागयतानामुत्ठृएवाक्मण्यप्रतिपादकानीति पर- 
स्तात्‌ प्रदृद्ीयिप्यन्ते | 
tat. यत्‌ press समाने ब्राह्मण्ये किमिति सात्यत-भागवते- 
कान्तिक-शाब्दैरेयैतेषां नियमेन व्यपदेश इति तत्परियाजकनिगदादि- 
धदित्यदोषः | 
aia दि समाने घाह्मण्ये age sr केचिदेव aren कानिचिदेव 
यजूँषि परियाजकनिगदशन्दाम्याममिधीयन्ते, तिष्ठन्तु mam परि- 
rez आनीयन्तां, यजि बचनले न जिप, निगदा gestr न वजय 
इति च तथेद्दापि भविष्यति, “ निगदाथ्धतुर्थ verry” “ यजूंपि.घा 
तद्रूपरवात्‌ ” इति स्यायामिघानात्‌। , 


T निरवयव नामदाम्दत्े eret 


vA आगमप्रामाण्यम्‌ 


१३२. Tek देवतापूजानैवेदयप्रादानादिभिः। 

oo, दौर्जाह्मण्यं यदप्युक्तं तत्र भतिविधीयते ॥ 
_न हि भागवतैस्सवत्तयेऽभ्यर्चितो qf: | 

दृष्टा हि वहवस्स्वार्थ पूजयन्तोऽपि सात्वता॥ ' 
केचिद्यदि परं सन्तः सात्वता वृत्तिकराताः | 
याजयन्ति मद्दाभापैवैष्णयैुत्तिकारणात्‌ ॥ 

त ताचतैपां ब्राह्मण्यं शक्यं नास्तीति सापितुम्‌। 

न खल्वाध्वर्यवं ुर्वञ्‌ ज्योतिष्टोमे पतिप्यति॥ 

यदि न प्रतिसद्वीयुः qa बिफळा भवेत्‌। 
पूजासाह्दण्यसिद्च्यर्थमतस्ते sree ॥ 

अर्चमान्ते हिरण्यञ्च aet देयं स्वशक्तितः । 

अन्यथा पूजकस्यैव तत्न पूजाफलं भवेत्‌॥ 

हन्त्यपद्‌क्षिणो यज्ञ इत्यादिस्खतिदर्रानात्‌ | 

कल्विजा द्रन्यजुन्घेन स्वयं याञ्चपापुरस्सरम्‌ ॥ 

यदास्विज्यं तं कर्म तदेव हि निषिध्यते । 

तद्यथा यदादांतमानमात्विज्यं कारयन्ति उत या मे दद्यात्‌ उत या 
मा ata इति तद तत्परागेच यथा जग्धं न हैवतयज्यमानं सुनक्ति। 
इति, थद्धापूतदक्षिणादानं तूभयोरपि थेयस्करमेव। 
' ` योऽचितं sfera दद्यादर्चितमेव च ॥ 
सावुभी गच्छतः स्व्ैमित्यादिस्म्रतिदर्शनात्‌। 


4 ड n 
- १३३. यदपि gerd देवपूजनाद्‌ देवकोदोपजीवित्वाश्च Gaerne 
afk. तदपि देघतान्तरटृत्यर्थाराघन-तत्कोशोपजीवनविषयमिति 
Rue i pi^ . à 
तथा च भगवान व्यासः d ia S 
MAR यो पै स्दकाल्युपजीवकः । इति, 
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अपि भवति शाण्डिल्यवचनम्‌ 1 ; 
gerd याजिनस्सर्वे दीक्षादीनाच्य baen । 
TATIER पते VST हात्र पुरा सुने ॥ 
तांश्च संवत्सरादुर्ध्व DEG च संविशेत्‌ ! 
"uri 
कस्पदेवळकाः केचित्‌ कर्मदेवळका भपि। 
अथ निवर्षादृष्वेमयोग्या देवकर्मणि॥ ` 
ये कल्पोक्तं प्रकुर्वन्ति दीक्षाहीना दिजातयः। 
ST या यशोऽर्थं वा कल्पदेवलकास्तु ते ॥ 
ufa gen तु विप्रेण दीद्चितेन विधानतः! 
अन्येन पूजयेद्देयमशक्तः स्वयमचैने ॥ 
यजनं सुख्यमेवेतद्‌ गौणमेचान्यथा भवेत्‌ t 
अन्यथा इति -अदीक्चितेनेत्यर्थः, तदेव स्पएयति 
अदीक्सितेन विप्रेण येनकेन विधानतः । 
Tet यस्छतं कम तजधघन्यमुदाइतम्‌ ॥ 
इत्यादिस्मतिद्रातपर्याळोचनात्‌ पश्चरात्रसिदवीक्षासंस्कारवि- 
रदितानां ब्राह्मणानां देवकोशोपजीवनवृत्त्यर्थपूजनादिकमुपत्याह्मणत्व- 
देथलकत्वावद्दमिति निश्चीयते | 
१३४. यत्पुनः दिष्टविगर्हितनिर्माल्यनिवेद्योपयोगाद्‌ भागवताना- 
मशिष्टस्वमिति । 
तत्र बूमः किमिदं निर्माल्यं निवेद्यं afta श्रोत्रियस्य । 
पुप्पौदनादिमात्ं चेत्‌ सर्वळोकाविरूद्धता 1 
पुप्पीदनपरित्यागं म दि लोकोऽनुमन्यते n 
विशिष्टप्रतिपेधो5पि न युक्तस्तदसिद्धितः। 
न झनिरूपितविरोषणा विशिष्टयुद्धिराविरस्ति, न चेह विदोषं 
निरूपयितुं दाक्यते । 
किमिति न शाक्यते, यावता देवोद्देशेन परित्यागो चिशेषणम्‌। 
किमिदानीं पञ्चयत्रशा्रमपि savaged भवता येन पञ्चयत्रतन्तर- 
बिदितिमन््रमरतिष्ठापितमतिमाछु देवतामभ्युपेत्य agit त्यागो 
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विशेषपणमभिलप्यते, कथं हि तत्मामाण्यानभ्युपगमे तत्मतिपाचमानाया 
. दैवतात्वं, कथन्तराञ्च तदुद्देशेन त्यक्तस्य निर्माल्यनिवेद्यमावः, न हि 
काचिजात्या देवता नामास्ति, यैव दि हविःप्रतियोगितया प्रमाणभूताः 
च्छव्दादवगम्यते सा तत्र देवता इति हि वः सिद्धान्तः । 

अथ पञ्चराभिकेदेवतोद्वेरोन परित्यक्तत्वाभ्युपगमान्नर्माल्यनिवे- 
चमाचः, हन्त तर्हि, तैरेव परमपावनतयाऽपि निर्माल्यनिवेद्योपयोग~ 
स्याङ्गीरृतत्वात्‌ तद्वदेच पावनत्वमङ्गीकरियताम्‌ । 

अथापावनमेव तेः पावनघुज्या परिगृहीतमिति न तत्प़ाशस्त्य- 
मङ्गीकियते, wa तहदेवतैव देवताबुद्भयारोपेण तेः परिग्रहीतेति न 
तदुद्वेदोन त्यक्तस्य निर्माल्यनिवेद्धमावोऽङ्गीक्रियतताम्‌। 


Rags भचति पुष्पौदनादिस्वरूपमाच्त्यागस्यानिष्टत्वात्‌ स्यदर्शा- 
agate च विशेषणासंभवात्‌ पस्दर्शनाजुसारेण विद्वेषणनिरूपणे 
सस्यैच परमपावनत्वापातात्‌ तत्र मामाण्यमभ्युपगच्छद्भिरन्यैश्ध निर्मायः 
निेद्योपयोगोऽवद्याङ्गीकरणीय इति i - 


१३५. आह कथं पुनस्तन्््रामाण्यमङ्गीकुवेता निर्माल्यं निवेद्यञच 

न परिहरणीयम्‌ 

निषिध्यते हि ag निर्माल्य्रारानादिकम्‌ t 

यथा सनत्कुमारीयसंहितायासुदीरितम्‌ ii 

निवेदितं तु यद्धव्यं qui फलभथापि चा । 

सन्निर्मास्यमिति भोक्त तत्प्रयत्षेन घर्जयेत्‌ ॥ 
तथा देशान्तरे t : 

निर्माक्यं मल्षयिस्थैवसुच्छिएमगुरोरपि ! 

मासं पयोबतो भूत्वा eremi सदा ॥ 

Berge ततः पीत्वा पूतो भवति मानवः । इति, 
aera! 

_च '्चोएजीवेदेवेदां न निर्माल्यानि भक्षयेत्‌ । 
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l 
न चोपयो[गयोग्यानि निर्माल्यानि कदाचन । 
इति, तथा संदितान्तरे t 
निर्माल्यानि न mfra Bers च ळक्गयेत्‌ । 
इति, तदेधमनेकसं दितासमधिगतनिपेधस्य निर्माव्योपभोगस्य 
कथमिव पावनत्याङ्गीकारः,। 
ate देवमुदिदिय लक्तस्थापि च वरतुनः d 
नाडिकादद्ाकादर्याणुपयोगो न निन्द्यते ॥ 
तथेन्द्रराघ qud 
दक्गानाड्यधिकं qi waaay विचक्षणः | 
काल्योगस्समुद्दिष्टो राब्रावहनि चैव fi 
कॉलयोगातिरिक्त॑ छु निर्माल्यं परिचक्षते । 
ततस्तदष्छु चैवाझौ fairg arg चा ॥ इति ॥ 
उच्यते नाच निर्माल्यघादानादि ्रदास्यते | 
किन्तु पूरणपूजायां विनियुक्तस्य aega: Il 
नाडिकादाके पूर्ण पञ्चाच््यागो विधीयते t 
सामान्येन निवेदितम्य guitare: छतकार्यतया निर्माल्यत्बेना- 
पये घाते नाडिकाददाकपूरणं garam स्थापनं विधीयते quar. 
ड्यधिकं qt स्थापयेदिति 1 
ततश्च तन््रसिद्धान्तपर्यालोचनयापि वः | 
हरिदाचूर्ण-नेवेद्य-पादाम्युस्पर्शनादिकम्‌ ॥ 
i न सिध्येत्‌ esa rara: क छु यूयं  चाल्यकाः । 
अहो विद्याळवोल्लासि जिद्वाग्रस्तविचेतसरः ॥ 
सितासितं बचो भाति सकलडन्दुविम्बवत्‌ 1 
ये हि युप्मद्विधा मूर्खास्तेपामेव निपेघगीः ॥ 
सेव्यमानं हि acest पैष्णयेरधिकारिभिः । 
अधौघध्यंसनायालं सोमपानमिवाध्वरे ॥ 
anal हि तदस्पृदयं पुरोडाशः शुनामिव । 
, † न चोपभोययोम्यानीति पा. t 
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तद्थेश्वरसंहितायाम्‌ 1 
zeit भयवद्भको लोकेऽस्मिन्‌ quu: सुत t 
तञापि दुठेभतरो भावो घे यस्य तत्त्वतः । 
पादोदकं प्रति शुभस्सिद्धाने* च निघेदिते । 
ˆ स्मादिके 'चोपभुक्ते animate च ॥ 
अतश्च भाघहीनानामभक्तानां च पण्मुख | 
निषिद्धं भगवन्मचदकपूवमखिलं fg यत्‌ ॥ इति, 
तथा प्रदेशान्तरे । 
Spi warded कर्पूर मनुलेपनम्‌ | 
विष्णुदेहपरा्ष्टं ai पाबनपावनम्‌ t 
इति, तथा पद्मोद्धवे t 
विष्णुदेहपरामृष्टे यश्चर्ण शिरसा वद्देत्‌। 
सोऽश्वमेधफळं प्राप्य विष्णुछोके महीयते n 
तथेश्वरस्र॑हितायाम्‌ - 
IETA सर्वस्य गन्धपुप्पादिकस्य च । 
ख्रानादाबुपयुक्तस्य दधिक्षीयदिकस्य च i 
दूपणं न मयोक्तव्यं reget तिपत्तिजञैः । 
निर्माल्यबुद्ध्या dtd पाचनं दूषयन्ति ये ॥ 
ते यान्ति नरक॑ मूढास्तत्म्रभावापलापिन। ॥ इति ॥ 
यानि पुनर्दीक्षितमेवाधिकत्य समयाजुशासनसमये निर्माल्योप- 
योगनिपेधपराणि यचनानि तानि पारिषदेशोपयोगोक्तरकालाभिम्रायेण 
mum । 
यत्तो भगयवदर्थेन स्यत स्रकू्‌चन्दनादिकम्‌। 
पक्षाद्‌भोग्यतां याति विष्वक्सेननिवेदनात्‌ tt 
* श्रीमद्भागवते यथाऽऽ भगवन्ते ध्रीदृप्णमुद्धवः-तबोच्डिएभुजो दासास्तव मायां 
ante इति । 


T निन्दाड्सयाद्याविष्कारकारपैरित्यर्थ: । 
‡ भगवत्पारिपदानामीशो विष्वजसेनस्तदुपयोगानम्तरकाठे नियेधपणगि द्रष्टव्यानि t 
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अत एव निवेद्यादि ततोऽर्पागेच सात्त्वतः 1 
सेव्यते तेन तत्तेपामुत्कपस्येच कारणम्‌ ॥ 
१३६. अपि च। 
देयतान्तरनिर्माल्यं faine विगर्दितम्‌। 
इदे तु fee सोमपानवदिष्यते ॥ 
ये नाम भगवच्छास््रप्रामाण्यं नानुजानते । 
न निरूपयितुं शक्यं तैनिर्माल्यमितीरितम्‌ ü 
* निरूपणेऽपि भगवचिर्माल्यमतिपायनम्‌। 
समस्तंवेदिकाचार्यवचनैरवसीयते ॥ 
शराम्दप्रमाणके हार्थ यथाशब्दं व्यवस्थितिः | 
न चाच शाच्दो नास्तीति वक्तव्यं वधिरेतरैः ॥ 
यथा ब्रह्मपुराणे च प्यते । 
विष्णोर्नैवेद्यकं शुद्धं झुनिभिर्मोज्यसुच्यते 1 
अन्यच्निषेद्यनिर्माल्यं भुक्तवा चान्द्रायणञ्चरेतत ॥ 
raters माल्यं qni a 
थो नरदिशरखा धत्ते स याति परमा गतिम्‌ ॥ 


पतेन | 
निर्माल्यञ्च निषेद्यञ्च भुक्तवा चान्द्रायणञ्चरेत्‌ । इति 
स्मरणमपि रुद्र्काल्यादिविषयमित्यावेदितव्यम्‌, तथा मद्दाभारते। 
fe ध्यायन्‌ हरिं तस aari समादितः t 
मध्यमाऽनामिकाङगुछै गृहीत्वान्नं मितं पुनः ॥ 
प्राणाय चेत्यपानाय व्यानाय च ततः परम्‌ । 
उदानाय समानाय स्वादेति SENT क्रमात्‌ ॥ 
इति, तथा प्रदेशान्तरे t 
निवेदितच्तु यदेवे दद्याद्‌ घद्मचारिणे । इति । 
तथा मदामारते | 
aqua सुख्यास्तस्य गेहे महात्मनः । 
प्रापणं भगवद्भक्तं सुजते ANT TL i 
इति, तथा च मगवान[ छनक नैवेद्य स्वयमक्षीयात्‌ इति। 


yy 
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इत्यादिस्ट्तिशतसिद्धशुद्धि विष्णो- 
Sd भवमयमेदि यो विनिन्देत.। 
नास्तिक्यात्‌ स्म्तिवचनान्युपेक्षमाण- 
स्तज्िह्वाविशसनमेव युक्तमत्र | 
१२७, ag प्राणाशिहोत्रस्य नैवेद्यं साधनं कथम्‌। 
निरिएके न दिष्टानामिष्टं होमादिसाधनम्‌॥ 
न च द्रव्यान्तराक्षेपो होमायेत्यवकल्पते | 
रागतः पापतमेचान्नं यतस्तेनोपजीव्यते ॥ 
नापि सुक्तयन्तराक्षेपो नेवेद्यायोपपाद्यते | 
“art ्रातर्दविजातीनामदानं ्ुतिचोदितम्‌॥ 
नान्तरा भोजनं कुर्या”दिति तत्मतियेघनात्‌ | 
मैय दोषो यतः भाणप्रशृतिदेवतागणः ॥ 
spore श्रुतो चिष्णोर्विष्णुपारिपदेशवत्‌। 
aia हि भगयन्निवेदितमपि युष्पौदनादि विष्वक्सेनाय वीयमानं 
नानौचिल्यमाचहति। 
यथा या होतुरुच्छिए पव सोमरसो$ध्यरे। 
अध्व्य्वादिर्यिश्चुद्धये स्यादेयमन भविष्यति ॥ 
अपि च। . 
भोज्याभोज्यच्यवस्थायाः शास्त्रमेच निवन्धनम्‌ । 
तत्येद्धोज्यमिदं मूते किं ययं विद्धीमहि ॥ 
यथाऽलु्ठानतच्जत्वं नित्वकाम्या्िहो्योः। 
एवं प्राणाशिद्दोधेश्‍चि नेवेयादानतन्रता ॥ 
१४८. यदप्युक्तं गर्भाधानादिदाहान्तसंस्कारान्तरसेचनादू भागवता 
नाममाह्मण्यमिति त्तत्राप्यक्षानमेवापणाच्यति, न पुनरायुप्मतो दोषः, यदेते 
iem याजसनेयशाखामघीयानाः कात्यायमादिशहोक्तमार्गेण 


गर्भाघानादिर्सस्कारान. nda t 
ये पुनः साविन्यजुवचनप्रभतित्रयीधर्मेत्यागेन पकायनश्रतिविद्ि- 
तानेव चच््वारिंदात्‌ dea कुर्वते सेऽपि स्यदलग्द्योकमर्थ यथाप- 


कागमप्रामाभ्यमू wy 


ZAR E न शाखान्वरीयकर्मानचुष्ठानाद्‌ MEIA प्रच्ययन्ते, 
अन्येपामपि परशाखादि हितस्माननुष्टाननिमिचाराह्मण्यसङ्गात्‌ adu 
हि जाति-चरण-गोधाधिकारादिव्यवस्थिता पव समाचारा उपलभ्यन्ते t 
यद्यपि separare कर्म तथाऽपि न परस्परविलक्षणाधिकारि- 
संबद्धा unl झचित्समुश्वीपन्ते, घिलक्षणाथ्य भ्रपीविहितस्वर्गपुभादि- 
विषयोपभोगसाधनेन्द्राभ्रेयादिकर्माधिकारिभ्यो द्विजे म्यस्भय्यन्तेकायत- 
धुतिविहितविक्षानाभिगमनोपादानेज्याप्रभतिभगवत्य़ाप्त्येकोपायककर्माधि- 
कारिणो झुझुक्षयो mam इति नोभयेपामऱ्यन्योन्यद्याखाविदितकर्मा- 
नञ्चष्ठानमत्राह्मण्यमापादयति, यथा चेकायनदाखाया अपीरुपेयत्य तथा 
काइमीयाँयमप्ामाण्ये प्रपञ्चितमिति नेह प्रस्तूयते। mejami तु 


* यदपि अनूपयाचित्टतेनोत्मनेषदे suu भनुतिष्टम्त इत्येन खात्तथापि 
sania sari इत्यर्थस्य प्रतिपिपादयियितस्मेन ताच्छीत्यवयोवचनश्तिसु 
arr इति पाणिनीयेन amet न तु ae इत्यवधारयन्तु निपुणाः 1 


† कासमीरागमपदेन किं विवक्षितमिति न विशिष्य जानीमः काम्मीरागमग्रामाप्य- 
Ferm अन्योऽपि चास्मदष्टेरयोचर इति न किशिदीस्महे वक्तुम्‌ । अन्नेन तु तत्सर्व- 
मामा समये प्रशाशयिष्यते । 


1 एतेनैते शीसप्रदाये सर्ववेदरद्ार्थानुयायिनि केनाप्यज्ञातमुङृतेन समुत्पद्यापि 
Baike या, fem व्यामोद्यार्थलिप्सया वा, शाश्रतत्त्वार्थानमिज्ञानेन पा, 
दुरभिमानयरिम्णा वा, खोकघन्धनाईी वा, Ghia वा, तदीयचरमतात्पर्य- 
ज्ञानाशक्ततया वा, कलिकल्मपकलपतया था, egene वा, वादिनिगूढातिप्रौद- 
आवार्थीनभिनतया वा लोके खमौटिमख्यापनाय rds संनिनत्सया घा, अथवा 
we: digite आंतत्सदिति निर्देशो मद्मणश्रिविधः wa इति भगवदुक्तरील्या 
ज्द्यासापारण--तदादिपद्यटिते परद्रह्मासाधारणश्रीरामायणारम्मणल्पे गायत्रीयन्तरे af. 
वाद्यविप्रतिपन्नपरदेवताप्रसादके देवतान्तरार्थकत्वं वलादष्यारोप्य साघारणमन्त्रताभ्रसाधनेन 
तस्य sae वा द्विजानामनावस्यकत्वख्यापर्न चा धद्रमन्त्रसाम्यसंभावने at 
SU परास्ताः । प्रकृतानां भागततानां तदल्यागयोधनेन समतां च मात्यतावोथनैन 
पूवीचायोणां गायश्रीमन्त्रे द्विजतप्रसाघकतायाः स्प्ट्मतुमतत्वेन nue विवदमानाना- 
माचायार्यवैयुख्यस्थ बालेनापि सुत्तानत्वात्‌ । यदपि fur eat गायत्र्या रविदेवताकत्वं 
सवितृदेवताकत्वं. बा श्रूयते इति न तस्मा भगवननन्त्रलमिति समुत्यानं ay "df 
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भागवतानां सावित्यरुघचनादितरियीध्मेसंवन्धस्य स्फुटतरद्मपलन्धेनं 
चत्यागनिमित्तवाच्यत्वादिसंदेहं सहते 


१३९, तत्तत्कल्पितयुक्तिमिइराकलदाः इत्वा तदीयं मतम्‌ 
यच्छिप्यैरुदमर्दि सात्वतमतस्पर्दाचतासचुद्धतिः tl 
यच्चेतत्स्सततं सुङुन्दचरणद्वन्द्ास्पदं TIT 
जीयान्नाथमुनिस्स्वयोगमाहिमप्रत्यक्षतत्त्वत्र्‍यः ॥ 
आकल्पं विलसन्तु सात्वतमतप्रस्पद्धिदुपपद्धति- 
व्याझुग्धोद्धतदुर्विदग्घपरिपद्वैदरध्यविध्यंखिनः । 
श्रीमन्नाथमुनीन्द्रवद्धितधियो निधूंतविश्वाशिचाः 
सन्तस्सन्ततगयपद्यपद्चीहद्यानवद्योक्तयः ॥ 
इति भ्रीषियाछुनसुनिविरचितमायमप्रमाण्यम्‌ ॥ 


eer: eh: सविता tea: ” इति श्लेकत्थभगवज्ञामानभिद्दाननिवन्धनयेव । यत्र 
ब्र्मासाधारणलिङ्रदनेन भौतिकाा्ादिवाचकाकाशादिपदानामाकाझसदितादिति पर्रम 
पस्थाकत्वमास्विपताचार्याः विसु तत्र भगवन्नामगणान्तःपातिनो रविसिठृपदयोर्भगव- 
द्राचकत्वविप्रतिपतिसमुत्यानसङ्काऽपि fuum । न च यानि नामानि गौणानि विख्यातानि 
महात्मनः । इत्यदिना सह्सनामाचाये एव गौणनामतामवोचदिति न तयो्भगवदूडत्वं 
किन्तु रवि-सवितृपदयो: onea दिवाकर एव रूढिरिति कथे भगवदसाधारण्यसंभावना- 
पीति वाच्यम । न हात्र गौणानीसुकत्या गुणउत्त्या भगवदभिनिर्देश्कत्वम्भिधित्तितं किन्तु 
भवयवझ्स्या भगवदमिधायकत्वेन डित्यकपित्थादिशब्दानामिव भगवत्ामगणान्तःपातिः 
झन्दानां न यदच्छाशब्दत्वं, विन्तु लोकवेदयोरतेयां शब्दानां तदर्थ शकित्रमविधुरेलक्षणामह- 
afte ऋषिभिर्गृ्ं परस्मिन्‌ बरह्मणि बासुदेवेऽमिहितत्वातद्वाचका एव से शब्दा इत्ययमर्थः । 
अत एन घु प्रयोगभूयस्त्वाभिधित्सया “ दिख्यातानी २ त्युक्तपा 1 परिगौतानौलत्र 
परिपदमपि seem emia: किच सर्वषौग्रेरपिठृवलक्षगान्तर्यामिश्- 
लिङ्गोपलम्मसामर्ध्येनापि तस्या ब्रह्मासाघारण्यसिद्धिः । fer प्रिय एव दि स्या वरणीयो 
भवति नाप्रिय इति वरणीयतलिङ्वलिङ्गितत्ेनापि निरतिञ्चयप्रियतमत्वेन मद्यासापारण्य- 
सिद्धिरिति eeu» sadi लक्षगाप्रदाजन्यमूयःभ्रयोगयोगेन नान्नां water 
सविदादिदिवताकत्वे परजद्यासाघारणदेवताकत्वसाधरपिति सुपुष्कलमवरिष्ठं arated: 

निङवितमन्यत्रेति छतमनमित्ननि्दसनदनेन वैदिकमार्गनिष्कण्टकीकरणमशाा युदा n 

Soe 
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1. Homage to Visnu, the sole cause of the origin, 
subsistence and annihilation of the world, the sole cause 
of perfect .bliss, for whom everything is as instantly 
evident' asa myrobalatt in the hand. x 

2. Those of my contemporaries who are'pro- 
foundly dishonest and will condemn a penetrating 
treatise, however great its merits, because they are 
envious, (may condemn it.) There are many others 
who have an excellent judgment of what is essential 
and what is not—honest students who do not cavil; 
and they will praise my work, 

3. Even erudite scholars may err when their 
critical acumen is dominated by partisan views; yet, 
let the sagacious without envy study thc Bhigavata 
doctrine as I shall present it here. 

4. There are certain people whose minds are 
confused by the noise of multitudes of sophisms and 
falsehoods which are borrowed from anyone that 
comes: and claiming superiority for their own studies 
and learning, and pretending to protect the Way of the 
Veda,? they refuse to accept the authority of Paficaratra 
Tantra which, being composed by the Supreme Per- 
son Himself, leads to unparalleled beatitude. 

And they contend : 

It has been decided that Verbal Testimony’? is 
; a'means of knowledge in two ways: dependent 
testimony which depends on other authority, 

, , and independent testimony. 

These two kinds are thus distinguished: 

n ‘No verbal assertion can be a means of valid 


x knowledge if it has been formulated by a person ;! 
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for a verbal assertion to be authoritative, it must 
. by definition be independent. 

-" That is to say: verbal evidence which originates 
from a person carries authority only then when it is 
used to corroborate a fact which has already been truly 
established by other means of knowledge,* and which 
enables the speaker to take this fact for granted. Now, 
Perception and the other means of knowledge which 
involve Perception, cannot produce the, knowledge 
that the Paficarütra Tantra does indeed set forth that 
the desired heaven, release and other supernatural ends 
can be attained by means of such ritual acts as Con- 
Secration and such devotional actsas worship of the 
Bhagavan etc., for this relation of means and ends is 
not of the order of Perception. For if we consider 
Consccration, worship etc. merely with the aid of 
Perception, we cannot say that they are means to realize 


the summum bonum, 

Not only, therefore, is Perception of an ordinary 
kind unavailing, but there is also no way to know that 
there have been recently certain persons of superhuman 
sensibility who would have had perceptual evidence 
that such acts really are means of attaining the desired 
ends; for the sense-organs of such persons, too, cannot 
surpass the boundaries of sensitiveness as we know it 
commonly. 

"8. An objection may be raised here: 

However, perception of a superior kind is 
possible, depending on íts percipient. Perception, 
therefore, may become perfect if the percipient is 
perfect. 

That is to say: a finite thing may be found to 
become infinite; for instance,extent becomes infinite 
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in space, which is infinitely extended. Similarly, we 
find that finite Perception is considerably widened in 
airborne creatures, like crows, owls, vultures etc., 
so that Perception might conceivably become infinite 
insome being. This indeed is the uppermost limit of 
knowledge where it encompasses every knowable thing; 
for we know from experience! that knowledges exceed 
one another as their contents exceed one another. 
That is why the wise can say that there is 
Someone in Whbom such finite qualities as 
supremacy, dispassionateness, power etc. subsist in 
ah infinite and unequalled condition. 
Consequently, this Person whose immediate 
perception encompasses the entire range of things that 
are present in the world is hereby explained to be the 
Bhagavan who has immediate perceptual knowledge 
that Consecration, worship and so forth are dharma. 
So what remains unproved? (is improper). 

6. This objection is thus refuted: 

The supreme perceptual knowledge which 
you assume is just a fancy. Perceptual knowledge 
can never go beyond its own sphere and trespass 
on another. 

For instance: 

A superior kind of visual perception, as well 
as a superior perceptible object, must necessarily 
occur in loci where inherent relations of one kind, 
as between colour and coloured, obtain in one 

object. 
t No knowledge that is received through one of 
the senses can encompass all that is knowable 
tbrough alf senses. So how can perceptual 
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knowledge by itself make all things known, i.e. 
n | also things known only through ether means of 
, knowledge? 

7. The objector resumes: 

' However, the sensitivity which we attribute 
to Perception is directed toward the perceiving of 
' what exists at present. 

Of course, if Perception did not have this function 
of perceiving what exists at present as its natural 
function, it would cease to be Perception at all. 
Therefore, it is not reasonable to say that a superior 
kind of Perception, defined as encompassing all objects, 
is a priori impossible because it is limited to being 
Perception ! 


8. The objection is refuted 

If from finite Perception you conclude to infinite 
Perception, then I ask you to explain: can a finite 
quantity ever attain to such expansion that it cannot be 
further expanded? You insist, as it were, on full 
maturity in a little boy’! ‘even asa boy, after attaining 
the full growth, cannot grow physically further?’ 
There are two possibilities: either the infinite 
exists in the finite, or the finite gradually becomes 
infinite. i 

The former cannot stand, for there is no 

Perception to support it: we have never scen a 

bow! or a similar finite object which had the same 

expansion as space. 

And suppose a finite quantity could assume 
inconceivable infinitude: why, then any single jar or 
pitcher could fill up the entire space within the Egg of 
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Brahmi, so that all other things would be pushed out 
and perish accordingly ! a 


* If. you take space itself as the subject,' you 
merely prove the proved.’ In the alternative you 
cannot avoid the illogicality we have pointed out : 
as a matter of fact, never before has anybody seen 
a finite pillar which was pervaded by an infinite 
pillar ७ Consequently, there remains the defect of 
mutual exclusion. i 


Let us also consider your illustration, namely that 
in space we have an example of a finite extent 
becoming infinite. Extent is -by definition a limited 
extension of space, a relative quantity, something that 
can be entirely circumscribed. Extent in this 
definition does not subsist in space as such, so how can 
you adduce it as an example? Besides, if one were to 
infer extent in space, one would simultaneously infer 
the possibility that space might be surpassed in extent 
by another quantity. And so the illustration again 
falls short of the thesis, 

Nor is there any evidence for the thesis that a 
superior perception reveals that Consecration, worship 
etc. are actually dharma. 


‘To sum up: For all these reasons it would appear 
tous that the supposition that some, otherwise un- 
perceived, supreme spiritual being exists with a superior 
sensibility is very weak; and this being so, we conclude 
that Perception offers no authority for the postulated 
relation of means to ends’; and since the authority of 
Paficaratra is based upon the Perception of this sup- 
posed relation, its authority is entirely non-existent. 


6 AGAMA PRAMANYAM B 


9. Not only is there.no Perception, but theré 
cannot possibly be an Inference to support the thesis in 
question, for it is wholly suprasensible: and Inference, 
of course, can only take place after an invariable con- 
comitance has been observed by means of Perception. 
If no fires have ever been observed before, they cannot 
prove that smoke is invariably concomitant with them.” 

10, Nor do we find scriptural evidence which sets 
forth that the performance of all the, rites which are 
established in the Satvata!! doctrineis mandatory; such 
evidence would have proved that the Paücarátra 
Tradition, being based upon this mandate, carried 
autherity, 

Nor is it possible, in the absence of explicit 
revelation, to infer आला evidence from Scripture. For 
just as the relation of means to certain ends which are 
their fruits, e.g., heaven, as Paficaratra maintains 

Consecration, worship etc. to be, does not allow of 
being inferred because no such relation can be verified 
by Perception, just so no scriptural authority to furnish 
the basis of such a relation can be inferred from 
Scripture. j 

l o Nor is any verbal testimony capable of 

providing valid knowledge that Scripture is thc 

basis of the Tradition concerned, Verbal 

testimony is of two kinds, originating from a 

person or not originating from a person. 

Personal speech cannot be proof of it, for 
persons may lie in order to deceive their hearers. 
For even today, we find philosophers who pretend 
to be scriptural and yet expound an interpretation 
which is wholly unscriptural. 


OANA PRAMÁNYAN 7 


So we have our doubts whether the claim made 
by the authors of the Paficaritra texts that their own 
compositions are founded in the Veda is really the 
result of an honest conviction that such is indeed the 
case, or nothing but the self-glorification of authors 
who write as their fancy takes them! : d 

This argumentation by: itself ‘suffices to 
disprove the contended authorjty of Paücaratra, 
for there is no eternal Scripture’ to support the 
claim. 

Nor can Analogy prove that Scripture is its 
basis, for this criterion cannot be properly applied; 
for how could the proof we need, which cannot be 
found by the other means of knowledge, be within 
the scope of the mere knowledge of similitude ? 
Nor can it be argued that, since the Tradition 

cannot be proved by other means, Implication’? proves 
that Scripture is its basis. The argument is as follows, 
circumstantial Implication must prove the tradition, 
as it cannot be proved otherwise; the authors of the 
Paficaratra, clearly have thistradition that Consecration, 
worship, etc. are dharma and this tradition is 
comparable to the tradition of Manu and others that 
certain non-Vedic rites, as the astaka etc., are dharma; 
now there can be no tradition of a fact unless that fact 
has been cognized before; but here we have the 
tradition of a fact that cannot be proved by Perception, 
Inference, Verbal Testimony or Analogy; therefore the 
cognition of the fact can only have originated from 
Scripture.. . a os 
^ However, this argument would only prove: its, 
point if there were any authority for the assumption 
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of the three estates do not accept the doctrines of 
"Traditions of this kind. , 

13. OBJECTION: 

Nevertheless, the fact that Bhagavata Brahmins, 
who wear the hair-tuft, the sacred thread ctc. 
prescribed in Scripture, perform daily the rites of 
Paficaratra should then justify the presumption that 
these rites likewise ultimately derive from the Veda, 
On what grounds, then, are we to assume that this 
Same Paficaratra Tradition really has its origins in 
error, deceit and the like, the very negation of valid 
authority ?. n 

14. RErurATION: 3 

We reply: Well! So you really argue that the 
Bhiigavatas, who are hated by the three estates, are 
exemplary and hence authoritative ? ! t 

Objection : 

But they are Brahmins, and Brahmins arc 
considered to be the highest estate: why should they 
not be exemplary ? 

Refutation : 

Brahmins? Far from it! We do not regard 
Brahmins as a distinct species, different from the 
species man, with specific characteristics which mere 
sensory perception permits us to recognize as present 
in some specific bodies and absent in others. Hair-tuft, 
sacred thread etc. which are prescribed for Brahmins 
and the other two estates, do not make a man a 
Brahmin! Nor do they demonstrate that a man is 
a Brahmin, for we sec them worn illegally by 

blackguards, outcastes and the like. Therefore, the 
sole criterion by which ‘we can tell whether a man 
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is indeed a Brahmin is acceptance of undisputed 
expressions by older persons, which give us irrefutable 
proof. Nor do ordinary people, use without hesitation 
the term Brahmin to describe Bhagavatas. There is 
also a distinct difference in the two appellations: here 
Brahmins, there Bhagavatas. A 
' 15. Oxyecrion : ह पुल 
. The people do not use the word ‘Brahmin’ to 
refer to Bhagavatas. The reference is only difference 
as this much Brahmins and this much Bhigavatas. Be 
that as it may, still, the appellations Satvata, Bhagavata 
etc. 'are also used to name Brahmins, by some sort of 
transference of properties, just as the word parivrdjaka 
is used to designate a Brahmin”. 
REFUTATION: The argument is false. 
Persons of certain inferior castes are commonly 
: referred to as Satvatas ; the name is used to denote 
these castes, and not anything else. The gram- 
marians have the rule that it is improper to use a 
certain word in its etymological sense if it can also 
be taken in a customary sense which is more 
. common, e.g., rathakara™. 
Ifthere were no such rule, how could the word 
* rathakara give up its etymological meaning of *chariot- 
maker" to become the name of a particular caste, even 
to the extent of cancelling all connotations which we 
have learnt? ? Similarly, Satvata refers to a person who 
has been born from a ordtya vaya and belongs to the 
lowest castes, and is thus excluded from the sacraments 
of initiation”, etc. Manu says: “The issue of a 
vaigya vratya extraction is called Sudhanva or Bháruga 
or ‘Nijaigha or Maitra or Sdlvata™.” It cannot 
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that cognitions are invariably true. But when certain 
notioris which are produced by the false cognitions of 
people whose judgement is clouded by hatred, 
prejudice and obstinacy, cause such “traditions” to be 
written in accordance with these false cognitions, could 
these traditions possibly be true? : 
11. Here an objection may be raised: 
However, the same arguments may be advanced 
against the authority of the traditions of Manu etc. 
The observation of the astaka rite does not produce any 
perceptual knowledge that this rite is indeed a means 
to realize the postulated end. Nor can it be inferred, 
because no relation'* is perceptually given. Nor is there 
any scriptural evidence for it, for it cannot be found. 
Nor again can such evidence be inferred from Scripture 
where it is not found explicitly, because no relation is 
perceptually given. Nor cam it be proved, through 
Analogy, as there is no apparent analogue. Nor 
through circumstantial Implication, because of the 
reasons given above against the argument that it is 
otherwise unprovable. Now, if it is legitimate in one 
case to presume scriptural authority in support of it 
because there happens tobe a well.established tradition 
about it among Vedic experts,— well, in Paficaratra, 
100, great sages are traditionally known as the founders 
of the sacred transmission, sagas like Narada, Sindilya 
and others. The same objections and the same justifi- 
cations can be advanced about both the tradition of 
Manu etc. and the tradition of Paficaratra. Either 
both are authoritative or neither is. There are no 
grounds to show that the two traditions differ in some 
essential respect. Either we must reject the authority 
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of Manu's tradition as well, or we must indced shów in 
which respect the Paficaritra tradition is different from 
Manv's, 

12. This objection is refuted: 

ı The author of the Sutras, by making the Sutra: 
“Tradition is also valid, because it has the same 
agent as Scripture" "', has clearly indicated that in 
his opinion no essential difference exists between 
Scriptural and Traditional validity. 

Accordingly, we find that those who are qualified 
for the three Vedas perform equally for purposes of 
highcr benefits both the ritual acts which are 
enjoined by Scripture (e.g., agnihótra, piirpadarsamasa, 
dyotistoma '* etc.) and the ritual acts enjoined by Tradi- 
tion (e.g., astaka@, @camana, samdhya worship’, etc.), 
because they have been instructed in both varieties of 
acts by their fathers or preceptors. The firmness with 
which so highly qualified exemplary persons have 
adopted these traditional rites as incumbent upon the 
three higher estates goes to show that the knowledge 
that rites of this kind, astak@ etc., obviously found to 
exist, are mandatory ultimately derives from Scripture 
itself. On the other hand, we find that those who observe 
the scriptural rites of agnihdira ctc. do not observe the 
Tantric customs in the same manner as they observe 
such traditional customs as dcamana investiture with 
the sacred threadetc. Onthe contrary, the Vedic 
experts condemn those who do. It follows that the 
validity which we attribute to different Traditions 
“because”, asthe Sūtra says, “they have the same 
agent as Scripture", cannot well. apply to heterodox 
Traditions as the Paficaratra ; for exemplary exponents 
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be’ disputed ‘that Bhàgavata is another name for 
Satvata; Smrti has it that “the fifth, called Satvata, 
worships the temples and sanctuaries of Visnu by royal 
decree ;'he is alse called Bhágavata,"* ` . 

The 'Smrti. thus describes! which profession the 
descendants of the said vrátya vai$ya pursue—and with 
our own eyes we indeed see them’ pursue this: profes- 
sion. ` Thus USanas: “They all live by:the plough and 
the sword, the Acaryas and the Satvatas live on’ the 
worship of the Dcity."5 Similarly; in the Brahma 
Purana—“He. worships the sanctuaries of :Visnut by 
royal decree, Elsewhere ‘the same is stated. thus: 
“The profession of the Satvatas is to clean up the 
sanctuaries of the Deity and the eatables offered to the 
idol, as well as to guard it.” And, to dispel the last 
doubt about the sort of people they are, Manu declares 
“Whether disguised or not, they can be known by their 
deeds.” ' ] 

16. Their conduct, moreover, proves that they 
cannot be Brahmins, Fora living they perform puja 
to the Deity, undergo their Consecration, eat them- 
selves the food which is offered to the idols®, observe 
deviating sacraments—from the prenatal garbhddkdna 
rite tothe funerary rituals—, omit to perform the 

frauta ritual and avoid contact with Brahmins, These 
and other habits show conclusively that they cannot be 
Brahmins. , : 

Smrtis declare that the reason of their disqualifica- 
tion for Vedic rites is this that they perform piji to 
the Deity in order to earn a living: ‘Those who from 
generation to gencration have worshipped the Deity 
professionally are disqualified for the study of the Veda, 
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for participation in the sacrifices and for officiating 
in sacrifices.”? Their own Parama Samhitá states the 
same prohibition: “Whether in disaster or emergency, 
in terror or in straits, one must never worship the God 
of gods for a living"? Such habits as wearing the 
garlands that are offered to the God and ‘eating the 
food that is presented to the idol and other practices 
of that kind, which are condemned by all right-think- 
ing people, shows plainly that they are not Brahmins. 
~ Furthermore, we wonder how it can be presumed 
that the authority of these people proves that Scripture 
is ‘the basis of their way of life: at the mere sight 
of them all respectable men perform expiatory 
rites such as candrdyanal Smrti declares that if one sets 
eyes on a devalaka, it is necessary to perform an 
expiation. A devalaka is someone who lives on temple 
treasure and worships the idol for a livelihood. Thus 
Devala: “One who lives on temple treasure.is called a 
devalaka,?*! Likewise: “A Brahmin who has worshipped 
the deity for three years in order to make a living is 
called a devalaka and heis held to be unworthy to 
partake in any ritual? Those who have been known 
to worship the God as a hereditary profession are 
automatically regarded as devalakas. The rite of 
expiation is set forth in the precept: “A Brahmin who 
is taking his meal should not look at ordure, a pig, a 
eunuch, a Sacrificial pole, a devalaka or a corpse; if he 
does he must observe the cdndrdyana.”* Atri, too, very 
explicitly declares that they are not Brahmins: «The 
Avalukas, Devalakas, Kalpadevalakas, Ganabhoga- 
devalakas and fourthly those of the Bhagavata profes- 
sionare corruptBrahmins.”* Also the venerable Vyasa : 
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“The Ahvayakas, Devalakas, Naksatragramayajakas 
and Mabapathikas are outcaste Brahmins,"^ 

. Therefore, the fact that Paficaratra recognizes the 
authority of the Bhagavatas who by birth and by deeds 
have deviated from the Way of the Veda is sufficient 
ground to deny authority to the Paficaratra Scriptures. 


17. Furthermore, the class of texts with which 
we are here concerned are not valid means of knowing 
which acts are good and which ate evil inasmuch as 
they are accepted by heretics, and thus are of the same 
kind as the Buddhist statements on stpa worship. 

Besides, their own texts relate that the instruction 
in all their dharmas presupposes the abandoning of the 
Way of the Veda; ‘having failed to find the supreme 
good in the four Vedas, Sandilya learnt this doct- 
Tine... But how can we presume that a certain text 
can teach that a certain object, which is known from 
the four Vedas, is man’s supreme goal in life if he 
rejects at the outset the very authority of the Vedas as 
sources of knowledge about the means which lead to 
bliss? On the contrary, we find that Manu and other 

authors of Traditions declare that their works which 
expound as their teaching the means of attaining all 
kinds of desirable ends derive solely from Scripture: 
“The Veda in its entirety is the basis of the Law, as 
well as of the traditions and customs of those who are 
expert in Law"; "the Law is enjoined by Scripture and 
Tradition”; “it is entirely expressed in the Veda; for 


the Veda contains all knowledge,” 

Further, the assertion that those who have already 
been consecrated by the sacraments of Investiture ctc. 
and are thereby qualified for all the Vedic rituals, 
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agnihotra etc., must yet undergo another sacrament, 
called Consecration,” in order to be qualified for the 
worship of the Bhagavin, demonstrates that the system 
is non-Vedic; for if it were Vedic, they would be 
qualified for Tantric ritual by the regular sacraments. 
Again, another indication of its non-Vedic 
character is the fact that the system is not included 
among the fourteen sources of knowledge, which all 
orthodox people recognize as giving authoritative 
information on the Law. If it were authoritative, then 
it would have been recognized as such by tradition ; 
but as it is not so recognized, this proves that the 
Paficaratra tradition is non-Vedic. For this reason the 
venerable Bádaráyana, when he has occasion to refute 
the heterodox doctrines of Kanada, Aksapáda, the 
Buddha etc. as inimical to the Way of the Veda, also 
refutes the Paficarátra in his Sūtra: ‘Because of the 
impossibility of origin."? Therefore, as the Vedic 
experts regard the Paficaritra doctrine as non-Vedic 
since it is not included among the Vedic systems and 
because of other reasons which will be advanced in the 
sequel, it cannot be compared with the Tradition of 
Manu etc. 

In view of all thís it is our opinion that such 
infrequent good rites—e.g., the worship of the Bhagavan 
—which are described by the Paficaratricas (who teach 
a good many others, mostly black arts of exciting 
hatred, haunting a person out of his occupation, 
envoutement etc.) arc merely added to deceive people 
about their real attentions and do not deserve our faith 
or consideration: they are like milk that is put ina 


dog’s bladder ! TEE 
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To ‘sum up, it is not proper to assume’ that 
Paficaratra is based on the Veda and therefore equally 
authoritative as the doctrinal works of Manu’ and 


others, «© ,'५ , 


Discursus : I = RE "E 


18. At this point someone interjects : If you 
please, by all means assume that the Vedas constitute 
the cause of the delegated and indirect authority of the 
Tradition of Manu etc, But is there any reason why , 
we should have to depend exclusively on the Veda as 
the basis of the Paficaratra tradition too? The same 
direct knowledge which is the very foundation of the 
authority of the Vedas themselves is also the foundation 
of the authority of the Paicarátra doctrine; the 
authority of the latter is not based upon the relation 
of supporting autherity and supported authority which 
characterizes typical smáría injunctions, e.g., asfatd and 
Gcamana which have their common basis in the Veda. 


In fact, the two traditions of the ajfakZ rite and 
the camana rite are not interdependent, but, they 
are equally and independently authoritative. Similarly, 
Paficaratra and Scripture are not interdependent. If 
Paficaratra collapses as soon as it is denied the support 
of the Veda, why then should the Veda not collapse 
when the support of Paficaratra is taken away from it? 

19. The Vedas derive their’ authority from 
direct Knowledge which originates from a person and 
must therefore naturally derive from a person... Who 
can doubt it? For we perceive that words, from their 
very nature, depend for their composition ‘on some 
entity that is different from themselves, How clse 
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could they exist at all? If it is objected that the 
significance of the Book called Veda just consists in 
this that it does in fact exist as Word though nobody 
has composed it, then we reply ; why, if this were true, 
then the significance of smoke on a mountain consists 
in this that it whirls irrepressibly sky-high without fire ! 
Tt is utterly out of the question.*! 

20. Onjecrtow. But since the applicability? of 
the dharma cannot be shown by any of the means of 
-knowledge, how can a book on it be composed ? 

; REPLY, Don’t argue like that: for the Bhagavan 
who, of course, has an immediate intuition of dharma 
and adharma through the knowledge which is natural 
to Him has had this Book called Veda composed out of 
compassion for the world. 

21. Oxjection. But does this intuition or per- 
ception also encompass dharma and adharma ? 

Rerry. Certainly. How else would the Bhagavan 
be able to give rise to such effects as body, world etc.? 
For the maker of such effects must be one who is 
capable of perceiving their material and instrumental 
causes. Now, dharma and adharma are the instrumental 
causes of the world? ; this is also the consensus of the 
Mimarisakas. Consequently we must postulate a cer- 
tain person who has this perceptual knowledge; and 
that person must also be the one who created the Veda 
at the beginning. 

22. If one contends that such entities as 
mountains, earth and the like are not effects, the 
“answer is as follows: 

The entitics in question, earth ctc., are effects, 
because they have a complex construction, likea 
, king's palace. 
3 
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Similarly, from the fact that they are made 
- up of parts we conclude that they are subject to 
destruction. 

Entities that can be destroyed are destroyed 
by someone who knows the means by which they 
can be destroyed, just as we can destroy clay vessels 
etc. when we know by what means te destroy 
them. 

In the case of entities that are shattered, for 
instance, by a falling tree, that is without perceptible 
intelligent agency, the cause of their destruction 
remains dubious: but because of this very dubiety there 
can also be not positive certainty that the cause of 
their destruction is entirely occasional. 

Motion, when there is mass, is sufficient ground to 
infer in this world that an entity which has mass and 
can move is subject to origination and to destruction. 

It being thus established that earth etc. are indeed 
effects, on the grounds adduced above, it follows that 
the Bhagavan has knowledge of dharma and adharma 
which are the instrumental causes of origination and 
annihilation.” 

Consequently, the entities here in question, earth, 
mountains and the like, have been created by a maker 
who possesses the described knowledge. 

Everything that has origin and end is, in our 
experience, created by such a maker, just because it is 
subject to origination and annihilation, like a house. 

23. Let it not be argued that there is no inter- 
mediate production of effects like body, world etc. 

between acts that bring about the desires of the person 
who undertakes them, for these acts are unable to 
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produce anything unless they are used as an instrument 
by a spiritual being, since they are non-spiritual them- 
selves, like an adze: without the operation of a 
spiritual being—the carpenter—an adze is incapable of 
effecting by itself such objects as a sacrificial pole. 

And we are not able to create through the instru- 
mentality of apürva factors: for before the actual 
fruition of the ritual act wc cannot know their instru- 
mentality, and it has been said that only a person who 
has actual knowledge of the material and instrumental 
causes can be a maker with respect to these causes. And 
there is no embodied soul which is known, or claimed, 
to be capable of having the required actual knowledge 
of the apürva that is to arise froin the act. 

Therefore we must admit a Person of absolute 
omnipotence who is able to take in at a glance the 
entire Universe with dharma and adharma of all em- 
bodied souls, their experiencing of karrnic results etc., 
and in whose nature such properties as unrestricted 
knowledge etc, subsist. As they say: “The unobstructed 
knowledge, perfect impartiality, omnipotence of a 
universal lord and dharma are all four established 
together. 

Mantras, arthavádas,* epic and purana corroborate 
this point; e.g. “The one god, Prajapati, creating 
heaven and earth, created the Vedas,"5 etc, Atthe 
moment of inception the great Grace of this Person 
whois the Bhagavan is evoked by a glance at the 
aggregate of individual souls who are almost in a state 
of non-spiritual stupor, their instruments for the 
experiencing of karmic results—body, senses and other 
organs—being completely dissolved. His Grace evoked, 
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he originates the entire universe and simultaneously 
He creates the triple Veda which states pellucidly the 
means by which the souls in transmigration can realize 
the objects of their desires, Then again, perceiving 
that they arein a pitiable condition, being immersed in 
the ocean of existence which is perturbed by wave upon 
wave of all manner of iniquities, His heart burns with 
supreme compassion and He promulgates, through 
Sanatkumira, Narada etc., the Paficaritra Sarhhitas 
which constitute the sources of knowledge about the 
manner in which He should be propitiated to attain to 
perfect bliss. Forasmuch as the Tantras are therefore 
bascd upon an immediate cognition of the Lord and 
are consequently self-sufficient like the Vedas, can they 
belong in the company of any Tradition, that of Manu 
of anyone? 
REFUTATION." 
24. If this is true, then on what authority is such 
a creator of the Vedas known to exist? He is not 
directly perceived. $ . 
Nor can we infer from the fact that the Veda is 
word thatit therefore must have an author, for that 
would entail the total reversion of your special 


contentions. 

For an utterance that is perceived to depend for 
its composition on the agency of some being is also 
perceived to be uttered by no one but an embodied 
being. 

Now for all embodied beings the body is the 
instrument for good and for evil; so the assumption 
that the Veda is utterance would occasion the inference 
that it has been created by an embodied being whose 
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happiness and unhappiness resulted from his good and 
evil karman, and who therefore cannot be God. 

Moreover, in that caseit would be impossible to 
establish the authority of the Vedas themselves; for if 
dharma—the Law—is not independent of other means 
of knowledge, there is no exclusive authority of the 
Vedas. 

25. Onyectiow. But why should dharma be in. 
dependent of other means of knowledge? For we have 
asserted that He has actual knowledge of dharma and 
adharma: how else could He produce the world of 
which dharma and adharma are the instrumental causes? 

RerLy. That has indeed been asserted, but the 
assertion is fallacious: for no creator of the entire uni- 
verse can be found of whom this can be assumed. 

To your argument that the world must be effected 
because it has a complex construction can be objected 
that empiricists distinguish three kinds of entities : 

Those whose makers are evident to perception, e.g. 
pots and the like; those which are not found to be 
made at all; and those whose creation remained 
doubtful, like the earth etc. 

In the two first-mentioned cases there is no room 
for God's activity. As to the third, the earth etc. are 
not involyed in a total origination or disintegrations, 
but merely, as now, subject to varying degrees of 
increase and decrease which are adventitious. Tosay 

that the Mimarhsakas accept origination and annihila- 
tion in this sense is to prove the proved.* 

Inour opinion, too, these intelligent agents bring 
about various results by means of sacrifices and other 
acts, inorder to enjoy these results themselves ; and 
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the assumption thatthey are indeed, 58१5 proved for 
both of.us, instrumental therein is quite correct, for we 
can have direct knowledge of these acts, sacrifices, 
donations and the like. However, the special power 
described with terms like apürva can never be open to 
perception. How then can we have use for a supervis- 
ing ७०११४ 
26. Certainly, it is not true that an agent, for 
instance a potter, when he wishes to produce a certain 
product—pots—must first have direct knowledge of the 
power of their material cause—clay—and instrumental 
cause—stick—to produce these products before he can 
actually undertake their production, Else people who 
are unaware of the power of the requisite causes would 
never be able te employ these causes in order to pro- 
duce the results they want. In the case under discussion 
the persons concerned do indeed know which causes 
are required to bring about the results they want, for 
they know these causes, such as sacrifices etc., through 
the knowledge they have obtained from eternal Scrip- 
ture. Thus, aided by these causes, they render mani- 
fest such products as earth etc. 

Also, there is no invariable rule that only an agent 
to whom the material and instrumental causes are fully 
known is capable of undertaking an action and nobody 
else. A man can stil] be an agent in the action of 
knowing without perceiving in his own mind the 
material and instrumental causes that go inte the 
making of this action of knowing. Why, then, contend 
that the causes must be known first ? > 

27. The contention thatthe ‘entire Universe is 
subject to annihilation becauseit has parts is incorrect. 
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Such a conclusion is cancelled by stronger perceptual 
evidence against it. For the knowledge that does arise 
in the world of here and now is plainly this: 'Here is 
the meru; here is the sun; here is the earth.’ 
Recognition conveys to us the knowledge that these 
entities are related to different times; and certainly 
‘both in former and later ages there arise similar per- 
sons who have the same notion of these entities’ present 
existence. To put it in syllogistic form: 
The past has persons who recognize earth, sun and 
mountain, because the past is time, like the present. 
The same syllogism can be constructed with regard 
to the future. This reasoning does not entail the 
fallacious conclusion that pots etc. are eternal, for in 
‘their case origination and annihilation are directly 
evident. 
š It does not follow that, when a certain fact cannot 
be proved on the strength of a certain ground, since 
"this ground involves a contradiction, this same ground 
cannot prove the same fact when it does not involve a 
contradiction. 
The other inference that has been given to prove 
that the world is subject to origination and annihila- 
tion, namely on tbe ground of motion when there is 
Tnass,is likewise incorrect; for this ground, too, is 
cancelled by the greater cogency of recognition. Con- 
sequently, inference cannot provide positive proof that 
the world is subject to origination and annihilation. 
28. Further, you contend that there is a God, on 
the ground thatthe world is a product; but this ground 
precludes a specially qualified producer, For a product 
generally implies on the part of its producer a number 
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of properties which are naturalto him and therefore 
indispensable for the precise knowledge of the con- 
comitance between him and his product. Properties 
like being in possession of a body, having something 
left to desire, being deprived of omnipotence and 
omniscience, etc. How, then, can the fact that the 
world is a product convey to us the knowledge that the 
producer proposed for it possesses the postulated pro- 
perties, of being bodiless, eternally satisfied, omniscient 

etc., properties, that is, which are the opposite of what 

would naturally follow? The production of. a product 
requires the activation ofthe body, which requires on 

the producer’s part an effort whose inherent cause is 

his relation with a body and is impossible of any but 

just such a producer. It follows that under no condi- 

tion bodiless person can be an agent. 

Or if, in order to remove this fault from the argu- 
ment, it is assumed that the producer indeed possesses 
a body, then the question arises, Isthat body itself 
subject to origination or not? If it be subject to 
origination, there is infinite regress. If it be eternal, 
then your contention that whatever has parts must 
come to an end is not universally true, The solution 
of others, namely that God’s special properties can be 
demonstrated by an ad-hoc conclusion, does not hold 
good either. For that rule holds only of a case where 
a conflict follows from a means of knowledge but docs 
not actually exist. In our case, however, the conflict 
is plain enough. 5 

29. Osyjection. But if even a well.considered 
invariable concomitance cannot demonstrate that the 
cause of the earth etc. isan intelligent being, then all 
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logical process of deduction is done with. But if deduc- 
tion can indeed convey true knowledge, that it must 
also convey that there is a producer capableof creating 
the entire universe. 


REPLv. We do not say that your deduction fails 
to demonstrate that there is such a producer, but that 
it also demonstrates without discrimination as, many 
properties in this producer as, at the momentof grasp- 
ing the concomitancc, arc known to obtain in any 
producer. 

Nor do we carry our point too far. In a case 
where the term which we seek to establish through 
deduction can also be known through another means 
of knowledge, then this other means of knowledge may 
exclude from our term certain contrary properties 
which would have applied on the strength of our 
inferential markalone. In the present instance, how- 
ever, we are seeking to demonstrate God whose agency 
falls completely outside the scope of other means of 
knowledge; in his casetherefore allthe properties that 
participate in an invariable concomitance elicited 
through positive and negative consideration are in- 
discriminately established by the deduction. 

A similarly occasional relationship between pro- 
ducer and product occurs, for instance, with grass that 

has grown just outside a house-garden. We cannot be 
positive that this grass has sprung from a person's 
action. In this instance, too, the assumption that a 
person, beyond the ken of our senses, has in fact been 
instrumental to the creation etc. of the world ‘must 
remain entirely conjectural. pe nt 
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it also demonstrates without discrimination as, many 
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ing the concomitance, are known to obtain in any 
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Nor do we carry our point too far. In a case 
where the term which we scek to establish through 
deduction can also be known through another means 
of knowledge, then this other means of knowledge may 
exclude from our term certain contrary properties 
which would have applied on the strength of our 
inferential markalone. In the present instance, how- 
ever, we are seekingto demonstrate God whose agency 
falls completely outside the scope of other means of 
knowledge; in his case therefore all the properties that 
participate in an invariable concomitance elicited 
through positivc and negative consideration are in- 
discriminately established by the deduction. 

Asimilarly occasional relationship between pro- 
ducer and product occurs, for instance, with grass that 
has grown just outside a house-garden. We cannot be 
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remain entirely conjectural. उकड En 

4 


+ 
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» 30. Another question to be considered is from 
what point in space, at what point in time, and to 
what purpose a person who is satisfied in all cternity 
would produce the universe, Every agent, c.g.,a potter, 
produces a product by means of certain instruments, 
while occupying a certain space at a certain time and 
aiming at a certain result which he wants. If the 
production of the world is purely sport and without 
ulterior motivation, since God docs not want anything, 
beware, for this states clearly that the Lord is by nature 
independent from anything beside Himself. Yetwilly- 
nilly, without regard for anything He might wish, He 
shoulders the vast task of creating, sustaining and 
destroying the world. Is He in creating the creatures 
prompted by His compassion ? But why, then, docs He 
not create them happy? Jf you reply, because God 
takes karman into account, then you deny his complete 
independence. Besides, if their karman provides 
sufficient causes for these creatures’ variety, why 
assume God at all? t 


Therefore, there cannot be such a person who is 
capable of creating the universe, of perceiving 
immediately dharma and adharma, and of composing 

i 


the Vedas. i 
B i s 


31. Moreover, if the .Vedas were created by 
someone, this creator would be remembered: , ‘He is 
the one who has composed them.’ | It3s not proper to 
assume that he has been forgotten, just as thc digger of 
an exhausted well is forgotten. The latter is justifiable 
because the well no longer gervesa purpose. But in 
the case of the Vedas, who, without remembering that 
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the author was reliable; would give credence to all the 
Vedic rites which are to be performed at the expense 
of great trouble involving theloss of various properties? 
Consequently, if it cannot be proved of the Vedas that 
they have been composed by a person, because this 
Person, however worthy of remembrance, is not re- 
Membered, they can no more prove that God was their 
author than the Mahabharata and similar books can. 
Therefore the Vedas do not originate from a person. 
In consequence, the contention that the validity of 
Paficaratra is based upon the same immediate cogni- 
tion which is the basis of the validity of the Veda itself 
is the contention of those whose discrimination has 
been warped by their bias in favour of their own 
conclusions. 


32. OpjrcTiox. But in what does this ‘preter- 
personal’ character of the Veda consist? If it consists 
in this that the Vedas are composed of eternal words, 
the same holds true of the Paficaratra Tantra? Or if 
it is the eternity of the words that constitute it, again 
the same istrue. It could not be the eternity of the 
word-sequence, for sequence cannot be natural to 
eternal entitics? Ifit is said that it is the sequence of 
the sounds in so far as these sounds are pronounced in 
one particular sequence, then we reply that since a 
sequence of pronunciation is non-eternal, the sequence 
of the sounds pronounced cannot be eternal. So where 
does the difference lie between Paücaratra and Vedic 
revelation? 


RerLy. The difference lies herein that in the 
casc of the Paücarátra the sequence is created by an, 
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independent person, whereas in the case of the Veda, a 
dependent person invariably wishes to repeat the exact 
sequence which had been laid down before him by 
students who preceded him. A category of a different 
degree" which is established on the strength of recog- 
nition should not be denied. And with this we con- 
clude our lengthy disquisition, 


33. The preceding has proved that the proposi- 
tion that the Paficarátra is authoritative because it is 
based upon an immediate cognition of a person cate- 
gorically different from other persons, is not viable at 
ail. Since there is no means of knowledge by which the 
existence of a person who has immediate knowledge of 
good and evil can be proved, it follows that this Tantra 
must have been promulgated by some human being 
with the purpose of deceiving the world. 


34. Osjection.©! This would be true if proofof 
the existence of the Lord could only be sought on the 
strength of logical argumentation. As itis, this is a 
fallacy, for the great Lord is known on the authority of 
the upanisads; When we hear the multitudinous 
statements of the eternal Scriptures which set forth the 
existence of an omniscient and omnipotent supreme 
Personality who is capable of creating the entire uni- 
verse, how then can we refuse to accept the authority 
of a tradition which derives from His immediate 


cognition ? 
35. To continue this topic, these scriptural 


statements do not exceed the bounds of their authority 
just because they are concerned with facts; for similar 
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Statements made by persons concerning facts that are 
extremely remote from a connection with other means 
ofknowledge cannot be denied the authority which is 
afforded them naturally. 


Nor do statements concerning a fact lack authority 
because of the consideration that since either a proving 
or disproving factor may unexpectedly turn up there 
remains the possibility that this fact is thus repeated or 
reversed ; for the same may equally well happen to a 
statement concerning, not a fact, but a &árya. A karya, 
too, may be known from other means of knowledge, for 
it must be admitted that ordinary karyas, like ‘fetch 
firewood’ are also known through other means of 
knowledge, as in the case of the cooking of the edana.® 


Or if it be claimed that, inasmuch as a karya con- 
cerning a categorically different thing like the agmhotra 
etc. cannot conceivably find any other authority, there- 
fore the verbal testimony which sets forth such a thing 
must needs be its authority,—well, then we may say 
that there is not a ghost of another authority for the 
Bhagavan whose form consists in unsurpassed 
knowledge, supremacy and beatitude ; so that it should 
follow that everything is entirely the same in both 
cases, depending on one’s particular partisan views. 


Moreover, the theory is that since another means 
of knowledge can apply toa fact, a verbal statement 
concerning this fact cannot validly prove it: but why 
should not this other means of knowledge itself be the 
repetitious one since verbal testimony concerning its 
fact may conceivably turn up? or, why should other 
means of knowledge which themselves are liable to 
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various deficiencies entail the negation of a notion that 
arises from eternal Scripture untouched by all defects 
inherent in persons, merely because it is deduced that 
its validity is cancelled by a prior means of knowledge ? 
This is absurd. ` 

Thus, therefore, the imperfections that necessarily 
follow from the inductión, cg. absence of omni- 
science®, possession ofa body etc., find no room in the 
Bhagavan whose supernal manifestation of miraculous 
knowledge, supremacy and so forth is known from 
hundreds of éruits, just as cold can find no place in 
fire. 

And, in consequence, 

Howcan our tongue endeavour to state that the 
Tantra is falsc, while it is composed by the Omniscient 
One Himself who is known through the Upanisads? 
Alas for the fool's grand exhibition of labour in 
Mimaàmsa! How cana mind schooled in Mimamsa be 
so mistaken? 


36. Learned thinkers, whose intellectual powers 
command respect,? maintain that all Vedic testimony 
carrics authority only concerning such &árya: as cannot 
presuppose any other authority, Since words arc 
considered to have their true sense only when they 
concern such a &árya, itis impossible that any state- 
ment can be denotative if it concerns something else 
than a kaya, Therefore, when a man has observed 
that in an exchange between two adult personsa certain 
inherently related action of one of them takes place 
immediately upon his hearing a sentence uttered by the 
other, he concludes with certainty that the denoting 
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power of the sentence as inferred by means of circum- 
stantial-implication terminates completely in the kdrya 
that has been conveyed by that sentence.” The very 
awareness of kdrya is known to relate to one’s own 
kárya;?" so the onlooker, observing the same pro- 
cess in the present case, realizes that the one person's 
action has been caused by the other person's variously 
differentiated behaviour: ‘Surely this person has been 
made aware by the other of this kaya that he proceed 
to his action immediately upon become aware of what 
he has to do." This leads the observer to the conclu- 
sion that if therefore the verbal statement is truly 
denotative in so far as it serves to convey a Adrya whose 
specific motivation conforms to the entire statement, 
then whatever bits of meaning come to mind as a result 
of the addition or omission of words are denoted by 
these words only in strict accordance to this £àrya, 7! 
which thus constitutes the primarily known principal 
element of the statement. In such a statement the 
imperative and optative verbal terminations,’? which 
unvaryingly give rise to a knowledge of arya, 
convey by themselves the body of the kazya, whereas 
the indicative etc. terminations are subject to a con- 


textual relation with the karya by describing consequent 
matters which required by the Kárya, c.g. a person's 
qualification to accomplish it etc.?* 


37. Take for example the statement that 2 sor 
has been born to thc person spoken to, a purely sub- 
stantive statement; the aggregate of words which 
convey nothing more than this bare fact that a son has 
been bora, is not definitely proved to possess the power 
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of denoting the postulated birth of the son by means of 
such resultant effects as cheerful looks or joyfully 
bristling hairson the part of the father. For, it is 
impossible to establish'definitely that the occurrence of 
a cause for various joys in future, past and present is 
really due to the denotative power of the statement. 
Therefore, also in the case when we have a verb in the 
present indicative collocated with words that havetheir , 
proper signification (in that they refer to things that 
presuppose no other means of knowledge), it must be 
assumed that in it we have a substitute with a positive 
(i.e. injunctive) denotation of words without actually 
having explicit reference to a Karya/* 


38. A person knows that a certain word hasa 
certain denotation, when it is known what is the deno- 
tation, of the other words with which it is collocated. ™ 
It is proved that words have the power of denoting 
things only in so faras they are contextually connected 
with a karya; consequently, their validity concerning 
an established fact is based on this that they give rise 
to the notion of #drya. 

It is contended that this denotation of Arye is only 
occasional in words,” but this contention is incorrect; 
the ground for words to be denotative is that they deal 
with a karya, so that the contention suffers of the vice 
of being unproved. For a notion that arises froma 
verbal statement can never terminate in any object 
whatsoever that is not a kdrya. 

The cognitions of contextual relations which arise 
immediately upon hearing a profane statementare said 
to derive, not from Verbal Testimony, but from 
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Inference. Thus it is right that these cognitions do 
not terminate in karyas. i . 


39. Ifitwere not accepted that verbal statements 
always bear on faryas, on what grounds then could an 
indicative statement like agnihotrati: juhoti “he offers the 
agnihotra" be accepted as an injunction? Or if it be 
claimed that in this case, even though the statement as 
it stands has no complete validity, it is accepted as an 
injunction in order to ensure that it subserves a pur- 
pose, we reply that this claim is incorrect, since the 
operation of means of knowledge is not dependent on 
purpose, but rather is the acceptance of purpose depen- 
dent on the operation of the means of knowledge. It 
is not proper to assume that since one does not like to 
find rocks when one is looking for gold therefore one 
finds gold! As long as we do not assume that a state- 
ment is denotative only when it bears on a kara, we 
cannot assume that a verb in the present indicative 

contains an injunction. 


40. In the same manner the meaning of the 
upanisads must also be interpreted as being subordi- 
nate to such injunctions as **One mustknow the soul, 
Meditate on it, etc.” which are expressed in differnt 
passages; this meaning, then, is that one must know 
the omniscient soul which is beatitude, i.e. an injunc- 
tion. That the soul is the object of an injunction does 
not by itself however prove that the soul exists as an 
established fact; for there can also be an injunction 
that a certain thing be such while actually it is not so; 
for example the injunction, *Know your father in 
someone who is not your father," or “Know that the 

5 
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syllable OM, which is not the udgitha, is the udgitha.”” 
All statements that set forth the reality and the 
etcrnality of the soul only serve to convey that there is 
a spiritual agent, who is required in order to experience 
the otherworldly fruits that arc mentioned in ritual 
injunctions where the time of fruition is not speci- 
fied." 

Therefore, no verbal statement whatever isa means 
of knowing a thing as such. Thus, by denying thatthe 
arthavadas, १८ too, can serveto convey knowledge of 
facts like Rudra’s weeping, it is shown that they merely 
serve to give praise in contextual connection with an 
injunction, which may be comparatively remote.®3 

41. To conclude, it follows that the postulated 
divine person, whose personality is the product of the 
baseless beliefs of people that have failed to consider 
the true denotation of preceding or succeeding state- 
ments, is eliminated, with which we conclude our 
extensive discussion. 

42, Itis proved now that the pre-eminence of that 
postulated person cannot be borne out by Scripture. 
Let us, further, suppose that Scripture can indeed 
convey knowledge of facts; even so, what possible basis 
is there for the assumption that there exists a person 
who knows dharma and adharma, when we take into 
account the cognition that arises from injunction? 
Omniscience"* is possible only if the omniscient person 
knows the objects exactly as they are known by means 
of the different means of knowledge ;- for there is no 
statement which declares omniscience by cancelling the 


normal means of knowledge. Even'if there were such 
a statement, ‘it would have to be explained as an 
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arthavada since its word-meanings would not allow of, 
mutual relation, A cognition about a sentence-mean- 
ing arises from the individual words and it presupposes 
in these words such properties as appropriateness 
etc. which are learnt through other means of know- 
ledge; now we wonder how.such a cognition could 
arise at all, if there were a conflict with thesc other 
means of knowledge that are required primarily for the 
cognition to arise! If a statement concerning an 
object that is contradicted by perception etc., were 
authoritative, who could then reject the identity of sun 
and sacrificial pole?* And if there is a person who 
possesses this peculiar excellency, what happens to the 
authority of the texts which is sought to be proved?” 
43. Osjection. However, those who follow the, 
Paficaratra clan have the tradition that this Paficaratra 
has been composed by this person. 
RzrurATION. But why do the Pasupatas then not 
agree with their view? They, too, claim that the 
sovereign of the universe is the promulgator of their 
own system, and others have the same claims. Now 
they cannot all of them be omniscient, because then it 
would be impossible for them to set forth mutually 
contradictory teachings. The same ground which 
allows one among several discussants to prove an 
omniscient promulgator must hold equally for all of 
them.: But which one among the many omniscient 
beings who propound: mutually conflicting teachings 
while claiming cach for himself the prerogative of 
omniscience, which one do we conclude is the one and 
only omniscient God? As the text says, “If therc arc 
several oniniscient beings who propound incompatible 
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, doctrines and if for cach of them the arguments are 
equally valid, then whom can we elicit as the true and 
only one?’ When each omniscient being is assumed 
on the basis of one’s own Tantra doctrine sincé the 
various tantric: doctrincs are mutually in conflict, the 
result will be that none of them is authoritative. °! 


“44. ‘Oxjecrion. Hew can the teaching of Vāsu- 
deva himself, who is well-known in Revelation and 
Tradition, be brought to the same level as other 
Tàntras? For the manifestation of His power has been 
revealed in the Purusa Hymn, ‘The earth sprang from 
his feet, the quarters of the sky from his ears;”% and 
again, * The creator created sun and moon as before;"^? 
likewise, a He is Brahma, he’ is Siva;"?'  ‘“Visnu’s 
highest step}??? “No one is his lord in this world 
one his commander; he has no sign.” In this way, 
the statements of Revelation describe his manifestation 
characterized by His origination, maintenance and 
annihilation of the world. ‘Similarly, the Tradition: 
"From Vignu arose the world, in him does it subsist; 
he is the one who causes it to exist and to perish,” said 
ParaSara?* ; Manu, too, declared that ‘He is the lord 
“Narayana is above the unmanifest, and the World-egg 
is produced by the unmanifest.^9 : 


! 1 

This Supreme Person who is continually; praised 
for His knowledge and supremacy in the statements of: 
Revelation and of the sages has created Paficaratra. If 
this Tantra is then on a lcvel with Tantras that are 
apostate from the path of Revelation, then one might 
as well reason that a soma-drinker is on a leve] witha 
wine-drinker, just because heis a drinker! Is this 
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Tantranot superior? Wherefore, then, are the qualities 
of immaculate knowledge, supremacy etc. of the 
Bhagavan not currently attributed also to the Destroyer 
of the Three Cities in tlic texts of Revelation? There- 
fore.itis absurd to hold the cquality of the Tantras 
promulgated by both. Or, since He is the God who 
is the cause of the origination, protection and destruc- 
tion of the universe and for whom the entire Vedanta 
furnishes evidence to the exclusion of anyone else, how 
could He promulgate a :doctrine that is outside the 
pales of thc Veda? Y z 


45. OnmjrcrioN. Nevertheless? a fair number 
of érutis are found which ascribe omniscience and 
omnipotence to lord PaSupati as well: “He who is all- 
knowing, omniscient ;"?' “The supreme great sovereign 
of Sovereigns.” 


RrPLv. By secondary denotation these two words 
“omniscient” and ‘‘sovercign’’ apply not only to the 
one who actually.is omniscient and sovereign; but also 
to others, not excepting God Siva, who are a: it were 
all-knowing and supreme. Besides, if in the above 
quotation yal: sarvajriah farvavit the word sarvajiia were 
indeed used to describe the omniscient one, there would 
be tautology of sarvasit. 


, Consequently, the word sareajfia refers only to 
Mahadeva; and so the Skanda-Purána, Linga-Purana 
and other Puranas exhaust themselves in describing this 
all knowing and sovereign character of Siva. — Therc- 
fore, since the PáS$upata Tantra has been promulgated 
by this Pasupati, it acquires authority in this way; but 
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the reversion of the authority of all Tantras in con- 
sequence of their mutual contradictions applies to ‘this 
Páfupata Tantra too. 
-^ 46. Further, granted that the Lord Vasudeva is 
the Person known in the upanigads, how then can the 
theory be held of him that he has promulgated the 
Paficarátra Tantra which conflicts with Revelation-—of 
him who said, “Revelation and Tradition are my 
commands ?"* Thus we conclude that there has been a 
deceiver who assumed' the name of - Vasudeva’ and 
under that name composed the ‘Tantra under 
discussion 
Or else, suppose that Vasudeva Himself, ruler of 
theentire universe; was the promulgator of this Tantra; 
they still say that Hari, whose personal manifestations 
are deceptive because of his power of illusion, has 
promulgated these unholy texts deceivingly under the 
guise of holy texts in order to destroy the whole mass 
of enemies of the gods. ' Now, has he indeed composed 
this Tantra, leading the faithful into the ‘mysterious 
abyss of his grand power'of illusion, or not? Thy is 
the question that now arises. How are we to resolve 
it? Or are we rather to understand that he composed 
this {Tantra while he himself was in crror, since it is not 
accepted by the followers of the Veda, just as the 
doctrine of the Jainas is not accepted? That the 
followers of the Veda do not accept it has been set 
forth at length above." Consequently, then, 
Paficaratra Tantra is not authoritative becaise’ it 
derives from the cognition of an independent Person. 
47. ‘Nor is it proper to argue the validity of the 
Pancaratra Tradition “like the Manu Tradition etc, "^"! 
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If the God has composed the Tantra after having, like 
manu etc., learnt the meaning of the Veda from a 
teacher who was satisfied with his pupil's obedience, 
then the assumption that He was independent is pur- 
poseless and false. It is not borne out by human 
experience that the Veda was immediately manifest to 
him, even though he never learnt it. The defects 
which the Author of the Varttika enumerates, those of 
personal superiority and inferiority etc. are all to be 
presumed in the case of Pajicaratra, 

48. Moreover, the Saivite, Pasupata, Buddhist, 
Jainist, Kapalika and Paficarátra teachings are tradi- 
tionally known as heretical. On the basis of the 
distinction between Vedic and Tantric we arrive at the 
conclusion that Pañcarātra is outside the Veda. 
“Tantra is of four kinds: Saiva, PaSupata, Saumya 
and Laguda; thus are described the divisions of 
Tantra; one should not confuse them." Likewise: 
“There are three distinct doctrines, the Bhakta, the 
Bhagavata and the Siatvata;’’ this description of the 
divisions of Tantra is also found in Paficaratra. 

49. Furthermore, that a doctrine destitute of all 
logic and embracing the view that the soul knows 
birth, which is rejected by Revelation and Tradition, 
should be Truth is a highly ludicrous contention. Thus 
we find the éruti, ‘‘Verily, this soul is unperishing, 
essentially indestructible; it is not conjoined with 
size ;"*"* and, “This dies without the soul; the soul 
does not die.^'!* 

OrJrcTioN. Thisis all very well, but all that this 
statement says is that the soul is not destroyed, not 
that it is not born. 
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RErvTATION. No, hy stating that it cannot be 
destroyed, it also decides that it cannot be born; it is 
impossible that an entity that has been born does not 


perish. 
Osjecrion. Nonetheless, from the emphasis which 
in the statement “only sat was here ...?/7० is laid on the 
uniqueness of sat, it follows that there were no souls 
before the time of creation, Had the individual soul 
existed before why then this emphasis of “only sat? on 
sat's absolute solitariness ? i 

REFUTATION. The reply to this is that here the 
emphasis on sat's uniqueness is with regard to the 
elements of wind, water and ether that were about to 
be created by sat Were the seul excluded by this 
statement of sat’s solitariness, then the soul's origin 
would have been described in the sequel, just as the 
creation of ether is described. This is not done; there- 
fore the soul does not know birth, since in the sequel 
“That sat created fire, etc.’ we do not hear of the 
creation of the individual soul. 

OnjzcrioN. However, in the text yato và imāni 
&hütàni etc.” we hear that the souls too know origin, 
continuance and reabsorption, Here the word bhta 
denotes the jiva, the individual soul; for thus we find 
the word used in the passage bhrdmayan sarvabhiitani.0® 
The verb jisanti “they live" in the text can only apply 
to the souls, the expression tena jayante “by whom they 
are born” evidently refers to these same souls. ve 

REFUTATION. This is notright. ‘The word bhiite 
commonly denotes only the elements ether, wind, fire, 
water and earth. Ifthe word is used for something 
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else, it is used metaphorically. Of these elements, 
ether etc. which are primarily understood by the word 
bhüla, it is stated that they are variously modified! 
and that they live. The verb ‘‘they live” describes a 
condition of being analogous to living. And if the 
word bhiila be used in the sense of individual soul, 
then too the statement declares that the soul is born 
only in the sense that its entrance into a body isa 
birth. Therefore, when the word bhita refers to the 
individual soul, it can rightly be said thatthe souls are 
born, justas it is said that the cow, once born walks 
about. There are Srutis to this effect, like “For the 
soul, unborn, alone—''!!? and we also have other Srutis 
which declare that the soul is unborn. Similarly, the 
word of the Lord: ‘Know that both matter and spirit 
are without beginning;”' ‘this ancient spirit is un- 
born, eternal, everlasting ;’""? “it is never born nor 
does it die’™s etc. Finally there is the syllogism: the 
individual soul in question never knows birth; for, 
while being substantial, it is bodiless, as it consists of 
spirit, like the Supreme Soul 
50. Thereare some who notice the logical defects 
inherent in the view that Scripture of a personal 
origin, which we have explained above, and having no 
other course open posit that Tantra too must be 
eternal Against this position, we state that it is 
sublated by the fact that its author, who is patent 
euough and tacitly remembered, is not forgotten at 
all; and hence this position does not deserve our 
notice. ^ 
51. Besides, why has the argument about the 
PaSupatas etc, been swept aside with a stick? If one 
6 
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replies, let the argument stand, we shall have the 
defect of mutual exclusion. «And Vasudeva’s author- 
ship of the Tantra, which is commonly known to 
everybody, can no more be rejected than the prefer- 
personal origin ofthe Veda. Or else, if someone says 
that any of the three means of knowledge is in the case 
of Pagupata Tantra cancelled by non-appearance,™ 
reversion and dubiety, thc answer is, your own postu- 
lation applies equally well to the Laguda doctrine”, 
and once you know this, it is refuted. Your worship 
better keep quiet. - j 
_ 52. Tosumup. For the reasons set forth above 
we maintain that the exposure of this Tantra’s incom- 
patibility with Revelation, Tradition, Epic and Purana 
as well as with the cenclusions of our logical demonstra- 
tion, and the inacceptability of this Tantra ‘to all 
exemplary persons go to show that the Paficaratra texts 
must have been composed by someone who pretended 
to teach a path that would lead to heaven and salva- 
tion, but actually wished to deceive the world. Con- 
cerning.its apocryphal character, which we have now 
exposed; we have the declaration: ‘The traditional 
teachings that are outside the Veda and all other false 
doctrines remain fruitless in the afterworld, for they 
are considered to derive from tamas?’ Those who 
follew the Veda are forbidden te speak with those who 
follow such evil paths: “The following are nat to be 
honoured even with a word: heretics, criminals, 
impostors, crooks, thieves and hypocrites are not to be 


honoured even with a word.” py 
1 53. > In the manner’ presented above the prima- 


facie case can be made that the Paficardtra in its 


AGAMA PRASANYANT 43 


entirety has no validity whatever as a means of 
knowledge. Against this prima-facie case we now sub- 
mit that the Tantra in question must be accepted as 
valid, because it produces faultless knowledge, like the 
scriptural statements on the Vedic sacrifices jyotistoma 
etc. . i 


54. Now, such defects as are clicited by the 
science of logic cannot be detected in this inference. 
Let us consider the Object of the Proposition. The 
Object of the Proposition is, by definition, the content 
ofa certain thesis is proposed; it is aterm which itself 
is established, and of which it is now to be proved that 
it is particularized by another term, which is also 
established." In the present case the term which 
particularizes the object is not unknown, for this term, 
sc. "validity," is for both parties cstablished with 
regard to tbe valid means of knowledge, Perception, 
Inference, Verbal Testimony etc. Nor is the subject 
itself unknown, for the Paücaràtra system is known 
universaly. Nor is the Object to be proved already 
proved, for this Object, ** The Paficaratra is valid," is 
not proved for the opponent. Noris this Object in- 
compatible with Perception, since its opposite, sc. non- 
validity, is beyond perceptual verifiability. Nor is this 
Object incompatible with Inference, because no 
inference proving non-validity is found. 


55. Opjectiow. But such an inference is actually 
found: Paficaratra Sastra is non-authoritative, because 
it is non.Vedic, like Buddhism, 

REFUTATION. We reply, What is this non- 
authoritativeness which this reasoning secks to prove? 
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If itis defined by the fact that the Tantra does not 
produce knowledge, then this definition militates 
against Perception; for the knowledge which arises in 
a student, who is able to comprehend the relation bet- 
ween. word and mcaning, concerning the meaning of 
the sentences of Paficarütra Sastra he hears is per- 
ceptually evident. Nor is the predicate, sc. “non- 
authoritativeness," defined by dubiety, since then we 
have the same conflict with Perception; for the state- 
ment, “One must worship the four-armed Supreme 
Person in the centre of the lotus," does not occasion a 
doubtful cognition: ‘Must one worship Him thus or 
not?" Nor, in the third place, is the predicate. defined 
by reversion, since there is no non-apprehension of 
what should be there, and since, the presumption of 
future reversion militates against Perception and would 
put an end to all operations. This point shall be dis 
cussed in detail Jater en. 


56. @syecrion. Still, the proposed validity of 
Paficarütra militates agaiust Scripture. Since in 
Paiicarátta Agama we have its meaning conveyed 
exactly as it is, this conflict between Scripture and 
Paficaratra is not vicious only if Paficaratra is not 
authoritative. 

Rerutation, Why, if that were so, that would 
mean that if its authority is disproved by Scripture 
it is proved by Inference, and if it is proved by 
inference it is disproved by Scripture ;''? which isa 
vicious circle, 

57. Besides, what does this mean, “being non- 
Vedic, or outside the Veda?” If it means that 
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Paficaritra is different from the Veda, we have an 
occasional application to Perception etc, which are 
also different from the Veda. If, inorder to avoid this 
defect, the ground is thus specified, ‘because, while 
being language, it is different fromthe Veda,’ we have 
a hetvantaram deadlock, which, as they say, occurs when 
into a syllogism with an unqualified ground and addi- 
tional qualification is accepted. Also, we then have 
an occasional application to the statements of Manu, 
which also are language and different from the Veda. 
If then, my slow-witted opponent, in order to remove 
this defect from your ground you claim that being 
outside the Veda means “not deriving from the Veda,” 
then what do you, logician, think of it ? 


Well, by this definition of the ground we get the 
meaning, “something, namely in case there is question 
of language-statements, is non-Vedic, because it does 
not derive from the Veda.’ But then there is an 
occasional application to the Veda itself, which does 
not derive from the Veda! When the ground is re- 
defined as “because it does not derive from the Veda, 
in case of a language-statement but nota Vedic state- 
ment,” then again there would inevitably be an occa- 
sional application to statements of reliable persons 
which do not derive from the Veda and yet are valid, 
like ** Thereare trees on the river-bank.” If the reason 
is further corrected into: “because it does not. derive 
from the Veda, namely, in case of a language-statement 
~—but not a Vedic statement—and this statement con- 
cems an action to be taken," then still we have a vicious 
applicability to such precepts as “One must eat little 
when one has indigestion.” Again, ifthe ground is 
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then reformulated as ‘because it does not derive from 
the Veda, in case of a statement specified by all the 
above specifications and also concerned with dharma 
and adharma," then this ground is partly impertinent, 
because Paficarütra Sastra does not deal with dharma 
and adharma exclusively, since the great majority of its 
statements concern Brahman. If then, the specifica- 
tion is added **.-when it deals with objects that arc 
outside the scope of other pramanas,” then again the 
ground does not fully apply, for hundreds of érutis 
demonstrate that the Perception of God encompasses 
all things related to dharma and adharme. We shall 
discuss this point presently ;"! this suffices for the time 
being to expose the baseless fancies of those who have 
not made a study of Aksapáda's'? system. Other con- 
ceivable inferences will be presented; and refuted, 
later on. , 

We conclude therefore, that the proposition 
*fPaicarátra is authoritative," is not in conflict with 
Inference. iux 

58. Nor is it in conflict with Scripture, for 
hundreds of scriptural statements, like idam mahopa- 
nisadam, will be adduced which set forth that 
Paficaratra is authoritative. There are no grounds to 
suspect in our proposition anyone of the three kinds of 
contradiction of language-statements; namely, con- 
tradiction within the terms of the statement ; contradic- 
tion with one’s own thesis; or contradiction with 
universally accepted facts. 

: ‘First, there is no contradiction within the state- 
ment, , This type of contradiction is of three kinds: of 
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mere utterance; or utterance of property; and of 
utterance of substance. Firstly, the proposition is not 
contradicted by its mere utterance, for the statement of 
the thesis “Paficaratra Sástra is authoritative” docs not 
cancel its own content, as does, for instance, the 
statement: “During my entire life I have kept 
silence.” Secondly, there is no contradiction through 
utterance of property, as for example the statement: 
“All statements are untrue;’’ for the authoritativeness 
predicated of Pancaritra does not cance) the proposi- 
tion. Thirdly, there is no contradiction through 
utterance of substance, sínce in the given substance a 
connection with the given property is not contradictory: 
Paficaratra is not contradicted by its property authorita- 
tivcness, as motherhood is contradicted by the property 
sterility. For upon the assertion of the authoritative- 
ness of the substance in question, it is not contradicted 
by any particular substance named in Revelation, 
since the imputation of questionableness is secondary, 
as in the case of the assertion that certain acts of 
violence which are enjoined are against the dharma,!? 
There is, therefore, no contradiction by language- 
statement ; so that we conclude that the proposition is 
presentable. 


59. Nor is the ground affected by logical defects, 
like occasional application etc. The ground is not 
occasionally applicable to other terms. This fallacy of 
occasionalness is of two kinds, general occasionalness 
and special occasionalness. An instance of, the first 
kind provides the ground in the argument: “Theearth 
is eternal, because it is knowable,"' Of the second 
kind: “The earth is eternal, because it, possesses 
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smell"?! Our ground, namely, *Paficarátra is authori- 
tative, because it produces faultless knowledge’, does not 
apply equally whether it is authoritative or not, which 
would render the ground generally-occasional. Tor 
this ground, namely its being a cause of faultless know- 
ledge, has not been found before in the alternative pro- 
positions that Paricaratra is deceptive and hence non- 
authoritative. Neither does the ground havea specially- 
occasional application, because the illustration “like 
statements on Vedic sacrifices such as jyotistoma etc." 
shows its connection with other instances on the same 


side of the argument. 


Nor is the ground precluded, since there is no con- 
comitance of its opposite; being a cause of faultless 
knowledge is not invariably accompanied by non- 
authoritativeness. Nor is the ground cancelled by 
lapse of time, since there is no cenflict with Percep- 
tion and in this it is analogous with Scripture. 


Noris the ground itself unproved or unestablished. 
If a ground is unestablished, this is because either its 
locus or its essence is unestablished. The first does not 
apply, for its locusis Paficaratra Sastra, which is proved 
to exist. Nor does the second apply: for there are 
three ways in which a ground may be unestablished as 
to its essence: through ignorance, through dubiety, or 
through reversion. Ignorance does not apply, as 
follows ftom the fact that the words describing the 
ground are pronounced." Nor does dubiety apply, 
for that the ground is correct is undoubted and self- 
evident to the defender of the proposition, while for 
the opponent the same is easily proved by the fact that 
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no defects are apprehended in it. That the ground 
would be unestablished through reversal is utterly out 
of the question. ; 

60. OnjEcrrow. But how can we discard the 
supposition that the Paficaratra texts are faulty? 
This supposition arises instantly since the texts are of 
personal origin. 

Rerutation. How do youavoid thesame supposi- 
tion in the case of the Vedas? There too it arises 
instantly, since the Vedas are language-statements. 
When you reply, it is avoided because the Vedas have 
no personal author, then you may realize that in our 
case, too, it is avoided, since the Tantras have been 
composed by the Supreme Person, who is omniscient 
and eternally satisfied, and you may keep quiet ! 

What I mean to say is this. Our position is that 
in language as such there are no defects that invalidate 
its authority”; as language, language is authoritative, 
Its authority is in certain cases invalidated by defects 
in the character of the speaker, for instance in a 
language statement, ** There is a herd of elephants on 
my finger-tip.” The statements in the upanisad 
Portion of the Veda remove whatever suspicion we may 
have about any defects in the character of the speaker 
in the text collection here under discussion. For the 
Vedanta texts set forth that the omniscient Lord of 
the world is supremely compassionate; then how can 
we suppose Him to be deceitful etc.? 

61. Osyecrion. However, I have said that 
language statements have no authority when they 
Concern established facts, on the ground that when 
terms are applied to such facts they do not have proper 

denotative power. 
7 
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REFUTATION. "This view is not correct. Profane 
language, eliciting a fact by direct application, ‘even 
though this fact is established, really operates ‘its 
denoting power as fully as it does by applications which 
concern karyas. Consider the illustration that has been 
given above!*?, When certain manifestations (of joy) in 
a man's face, which follow on his hearing the 
statement “A son has been born to you," make it 
appear that the man spoken-to is happy, one instantly 
understands that his happiness is the result of his 
receiving from this statement a knowledge of an 
agreeable meaning, and one then infers that, for a 
medium-aged person too, this happiness derives from 
the statement, Thus one concludes that, since this 
happiness came to exist upon the existence of the 
statement, the statement itself has the power to convey 
an agreeable meaning. If there arises a doubt as to 
which particular ground of happiness among the many 
different grounds that may occur according to past, 
present and future, then consider this. A young boy, 
who wants to understand the meaning of speech, 
immediately upon hearing the same statement receives 
knowledge that a birth ceremony is being held. He 
thinks to himself, ** There must be a reason for this." 
Then he considers, **Is the agreeable meaning which 
has been understood from the statement the cause of 
this knowledge that a birth ceremony is to bc held?” 
and he realizes that this meaning was precisely this 
that a son had been born. f 

. And on that issue: Detinite knowledge of the 
donation of words in a sentence is had through the 
words that are included or excluded. This being so, 


AOAMA PRÁMÁNYAM 51 


words denote their meanings, whether these are 
established things or not. 


62. Osyjection. However, the relation of cause 
and effect is not just known from the fact that one 
comes into existence upon the existence of the other, 
for that would mean over-extension. Nor does the 
realization that a birth ceremony is to be held follow 
invariably upon the knowledge of an agreeable mean- 
ing; for we findalso that the same realization follows 
upon a feeling of distress, namely when the informed 
father is vexed by the trouble of maintaining his 
family. 

Rerutation. Don’t we find that the realization 
of a Kárya is caused by a verbal statement, so that we 
can agree that, forexample, the realization that a cow 
is to be fetched following a statement “Fetch the cow’? 
is indeed caused by that statement? When you say 
that, since this realization cannot occur without a 
cause therefore the proximate statement must in that 
case be the cause of the realization, then I maintain 
that the same holds also in the case of “A son is born. 

It has been decided by our opponent that the 
verbal denotation of a meaning which causes an action 
to be taken is a result of the inclusion in the statement 

of a iiiiadi suffix. He who maintains that all words 
only bear meaningfully on kdrya, maintains in effect 
that padarthas! exist only in karya statements and that 
e.g. in the case of cows, horses and the like, which are 
related to bodies, their being a fadártha is ascertained 
by the inclusion or exclusion of the words denoting 
them in a statement concerning Kàürya. If he says, 
indeed, whenever their being a padartha is significantly 
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construed, it is construed just as connected with katya, 
we reply, Stop being obstinate; for verbal exchange is 
also possible through denotation of. words that are 
connected with other things than kàryas, $ 

i 63. It is necessary to accept the position that 
words are:denotative of connected meanings, for 
otherwise it would be impossible to explain that they 
are denotative of meanings connected with kāryas. 
The definition: ‘the thing meant by a word is always 
connected with a karya’ fails to cover the defined topic 
completely; for it does not apply in the case of 
injunctive suffixes, since these suffixes denote their own 
meanings as connected, not with karya, but with 
consequences of already established facts, such as 
proper qualification on the part of the person en joined 
etc.’ Or if it is said that in their case there is 
denotation of connected meanings and in the other case 
denotation of meanings connected with karya, we reply 
that this is a neither old nor young, argument ;!% it is 
more appropriate simply to accept the view that there 
is denotation of connected meanings in general. 

64. Therefore, the adherents of ali schools should 
accept that words have proper denotation for the 
meanings they denote because these meanings are 
connected with other meanings that are required to 
complete the sense of the statement, are closely 
collocated and are appropriate. Even if the denoting 
power of language were to be understood only through 
its proper signification in karya statements alone,'” 
even so it iscorrect when we decide the denotation of 
language to take the standpoint that kãrya is just one of 
the inessentíal factors of denotation, like the identity 
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of the speaker, the extent of space in which a statement 
can be heard etc. The logicians hold the view that 
the meaning of a language statement cannot be known 
except by language statement.'* Consequently, there 
exists no inherent relationship with ६७4 as cause of 
denotation in uses of words that have their proper 
signification, just as is the case with floating precious 
stones on water, Just as this floating, however helpful 
it may bc to determine the identity of certain diamonds, 
e.g. the brahmin diamond, serves no purpose when a 
stone is being ‘transacted which has already been 
properly identified, similarly the karya,however helpful 
to understand the proper signification of a word, serves 
no purpose once its proper signification has been 
identified. 

65. Moreover, if words denote their meanings 
only as connected with karya, then how can we know 
from them that, for example, there is a relation 
between a fruit and a river-bank, is in a statement : 
‘« There is a fruit on the river-bank?’? If you say 
that a statement of such a substantive relation does not 
denote the relation it states through its primary sense, 
but through secondary sense, then, we may ask, where 
do statements then have their primary sense? If you 
answer: in a Áárya which is not previously known 
through other means of knowledge, we reply: no, for 
then no use of words would be possible, since their 
meaning would not yet have been identified. Naturally 
there can be no knowledge of the meaning of a word 
when that word denotes a meaning not previously 
known through other means of knowledge, and no 
cognition can arise from words with unknown meanings, 
for that would entail over-extension. 
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66. OBJEcTIoN. My position is this, In ordinary 
language a statement is understood to have its 
proper signification when it bears on a £àrya that is 
to be accomplished with a certain action. In Vedic 
language a statement en joys a special power of denota- 
tion which 'transcends the transitory root-sense of the 
word “ sacrificing °°, and it has this power of denotation 
because it is the means of realizing a certain fruit 
and acquires this power on account of the collocation 
of words describing this fruit; whereas in ordinary 
language, since there verbal exchange is possible also 
to the unsophisticated, this determination of the nature 
of word and meaning is not attended to. 

REFUTATION. This position is just wishful think- 
ing; for a language statement, even if understood in 
your way as bearing meaningfully only on a &arya to 
be accomplished with an action,? does not by that 
token set forth a permanent ārya, since that would 
mean over-extension. If we cannot know the true 
connection of words even when the usage of our elders, 
through which the denotations of these words is under- 
stood, takes place in accordance with these words, then 
we can never know their connection! Ifa language 

statement has lost its postulated true denoting power 
because it is impossible, it does not thereby acquire 
another denoting power. Jn such cases we surely 
must assume /aksand."! For when certain words are 
collocated that have incompatible meanings, these words 
do not therefore denote something else altogcther, for 
then all word meanings would become unreliable. 

67. Besides, we do not admit that the fact that a 
word has the power to communicate a 4drya that is not 
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previously known through other means of knowledge 
proves that there actually exists a relationship between 
itself and the fruit of the action it enjoins. The only 
relation proved of it is that with injunction, not with 
instrumentality. That in a statement there subsists a 
relation with a Adrya which transcends the root-sense of 
the verb cannot be proved except by the relation of 
karya with the fruit of the act, and the latter relation 
cannot be proved without the former. And therefore 
there is a vicious interdependence that cannot be 
refuted. If there is no factor which activates the 
person who, according to the injunction, is specified by 
the heaven that is to be achieved, the injunction itsclf 
cannot be the means of achieving the desired heaven. 
The root-sense of the words being transitory, the 
statement itself cannot function as this means, 
Therefore thc assertion that a language statement 
communicates as its proper meaning a kàrya which 
exceeds this transitory root-sense, cannot be correct. A 
person is not specified hy heaven as the object to be 
achieved, but it is the person who desires heaven who 
is enjoined upon to accomplish the act. Heaven can- 
not be the specification of the person’s qualification, 
because heaven is yet to be achieved. Only something 
that has already been achieved, that actually exists, can 
specify the person upon whom an act is enjoined, for 
instance, the real fact of his being alive etc. Conse- 
quently only his desire can specify his qualification for 
the act. 
68. Furthermore, precisely how is heaven, which 
in your opinion functions as the specification of the 
person enjoined, an object to be realized, a sadhya? 
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If its being a sadh ya means that it is fit for a relation 
with a sadhana, it is impossible for heaven to be siddha, 
as: long as its relatability obtains, since it cannot 
become sddha in the meantime. The only authority 
that exists for heaven becoming siddfa in the end is the 
injunction itself, while the only authority for the 
injunction is just this that heaven does become siddha. 
This is plainly a vicious circle. If heaven is the sddhya, 
the injunction is not the sadhya. It is not possible to 
combine two sddhyas in one sentence. 

69. Osjection. Indeed, the unity of a sentence 
is broken up!5 when it contains two sddhyas that are 
independent, but not when the two are interdependent. 
And here the two sddhyas are interdependent since the 
realization of heaven is contained in the realization of 
the injunction. Thatis what the Author says: ‘When 
the niyoga is realized, everything else in accordance 
with it is also realized;”? and: “Why should the 
realization of the fruit not be held to be subservient to 
the realization of the injunction ?’ Therefore there is 
no conflict here. 

REFUTATION. No; unless heaven is realized, how 
can the injunction be realized? Without the realiza- 
tion of heaven neither the qualification, nor the 
object, nor anything else required by the injunction is 
realized. 

70. OBJECTION, In the case of the qualifications 
for periodical rites the injunction does not require the 
‘realization of any fruit." Nor does an injunction to 
one act fail to apply to a person who really desires 
another fruit. The pre-eminence js really the 
injunction’s; a person is enjoined upon by the injunc- 
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tion to any act in the same way as he is enjoined upon 
to perform the periodical acts. For the injunction 
draws uhto itself the desirous person who himself 
thinks that the heaven which he desires is the principal 
object, in the same way as the injunction to perform 
the periodical acts activates a person, even though he 
does not desire anything, to these acts which bear no 
fruit at all. 

Besides, a person whois desirous of heaven also 
opens and shuts his eyes; for you these actions do not 
subserve his realization of heaven. Why not consider 
the sacrificing an action of the same kind? There are 
some who do not accept that it is a means of realizing 
heaven. i 

71. ReruTation. If that is the view, we ask: 
Are the sacrifice etc., which are to be grasped by the 
cognition that they are such means, eliminated from 
the injunction? On this point: When the injunction 
does not mean to convey a relation between the object 
to be realized and the means of realizing it, then all 
acts are fruitless. 

Therefore, it is sound to maintain that from the 
injunctive suffixes there results first the cognition that 
they are indeed the means to realize the desired object, 
and that subsequently the desire for this object prompts 
a person to undertake the act of realization, But it is 
improper to maintain that the primary denotation 
occurs in the expressing of a meaning that was 

previously unknown, and that the denotation in the 
expressing of any other meaning is secondary. We 
conclude that ordinary, non-Vedic statements give rise 
to cognitions concerning meanings that are just so 
established by these statements, 
8 
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72. OBJECTION. But these cognitions do not arise 
from the denoting power of language, but result from 
Inference. For these statements, though their denota- 
tions in conveying certain meanings are consciously 
known once their proper meanings have been learnt, 
do not furnish complete certainty about their meanings 
merely upon being: heard by a listener, when they are 
accompanied by doubt which is created by the listener's 
observation that in one case or other statements have 
deviated from their proper meanings. And, unless 
there be complete certainty, the meaning will remain 
unknown; for no knowledge can arise in one’s mind 
from uncertainty. 

If the meaning of a statement is not known, 
the listener wants to discover it: “The speaker uses 
words whose meanings apparently admit of being 
connected; and reliable persons do not use words 


whose connections are unknown;” and the listener 


realizes that therefore the speaker has knowledge of 
such a connection. If the knowledge of connection is 
thus inferred, the meaning discovered by the listener 
does not require the authority of verbal testimony. 
Consequently, since ordinary language statements arc 
dependent on the speaker's cognition; they terminate 
in that cognition through Inference alone, 5 
73. REFUTATION. This view is not correct; for 
a word conveys its right meaning as its natural func- 
tion, and the observation that in one case the statement 
happened to be untrue under the influence of defects 
in the speaker's character should not give rise to a 
general suspicion which would cause all statement to 
give up its natural capacity of conveying its meaning. 
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The suspicion that a fire may not burn in other cases 
because in onc case, when obstructed by mantras, it 
fails to burn, does not make fire fail to burn! And thc 
fact that the sense of vision may give rise to a cogni- 
tion which docs not correspond to reality—e.g. that 
nacre is silver—as the result of some optical error does 
not signify that the visual sense cannot produce true 
cognition of the visible presence of n pitcher etc. 
Therefore, a statement does indeed instantly 
convey a certain meaning to the listener if he knows 
the relation between the words and their meanings. It 
does not require knowledge of the basis. Before there 
is complete knowledge on the part of the listener about 
the basic knowledge of the speaker, and, further, when 
the meaning has been expressed, the question rises: 
“How does he know this?” and Inference proceeds to 
resolve that question, You want to infer: «Did the 
speaker know something ?" or wish to infer his knowledge 
ofthe connection of the different meanings. But the 
mere knowledge that the speaker knew something is not 
enough for utterance and action concerning a state- 
ment—meaning to proceed. Inference of a cognition 
concerning the connection of different meanings is im- 
possible without a prior cognition of such a connection. 
This being so, the meaning of the statement must be 
known first. For cognitions whose particular objects 
are not connected, are not connected themselves, Nor is 
१ particular meaning established by cognitions that are 
inferred to be such. If yousaythatany word combina. 
tion which is able to convey a certain connection 
produces knowledge of just this connection, I maintain 
that the connection of the particular meanings must be 
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known previously; unless a connection has already 
reached the level of cognition it cannot give rise to being 
expressed in a statement. 

- 74. To conclude, the cognition of an established 
fact in statements : like “ there is a fruit on ‘the river- 
bank" is strictly of verbal origin and does not arise 
from Inference. ' Therefore the position that statements 
produce valid knowledge only if they deal with a 
previously unknown karya is taken enly by people whose 
judgments are'stultified by their continuous preoccupa- 
tion with their own theories. In the manner set forth 
above it is true that statements may bear meaningfully 
and informatively on other meanings as well. 

Consequently, all the statements of the Upanigads 

which set forth the existence of a categorically different 
Person (e.g. “He is the overlord of the Universe, 
sovereign of all. He commands all the world”, 
** All this is manifest to Him!*? etc.”) are authoritative 
etc.”) are authoritative as to what they state, since they 
produce indubitable and unreversed knowledge of their 
contents. 

75. Nor do statements concerning established 
facts lose their authority simply because of the con- 
sideration that repetition or reversion might be antici- 
pated on the strength of our assumption that either a 
corroborating or an invalidating cognition about the 
same facts could conceivably occur ; for the same thing 
would also apply to statements concerning 4árya. Be- 
sides, a 4árya can also be known through other means 
of knowledge, e.g. the Kárya that firewood is to be 
fetched; for it has been admitted that that kdrya can 
also be known through another means of knowledge as 
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in the case of the cooking of the odanaJ5! Or ifa 
statement which sets forth a kàrya about a categori- 
cally different act like the agnihotra is held to be 
authoritative because no other authority for it can be 
conceived to exist,—why, since therc is not a ghost of 
other authority for the existence of the Bhagavan whose 
personality consists in unsurpassed knowledge, sove- 
reignty and beatitude, it is all the same, depending on 
what partisan view one takes! 


Moreover, if a cognition concerning a content that 
is also known through another means of knowledge 
does not recognize its own content as authoritative, 
since it has already been taken care of by another 
authority, this non-authoritativenes of its content is 
beyond experience for it is a mere matter of assump- 
tion, Therefore it must be-maintained that all indubi- 
table and unreversed knowledge is authoritative, 
regardless of whether its content is established, or yet 
to be performed, or anything else. Hence we reject 
our opponent's position. 


76. The objection! that omniscience is acquired 
by means of the regular senses is incorrect, because 
$ruti contradicts it: ** He sees without eyes, hears with 
ears; he who does not see with the eye, who sees the 
eyes, has neither effect nor instrument ;’""* ® know- 
ledge, strength and action are natural to Him,"!*5 etc. 
These &rutis do not speak metaphorically, for there is 
no authority for this assumption. Metaphorical usage 
is assumed when the primary meanings of the Srutis 
make nosense. Since the primary meaning here makes 
sense, the assumption of metaphorical use is baseless, 
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` 77. Onjecriow. But in this case we have in fact 
reason to cancel the primay meaning, because the 
primary sense militates against other means of know- 
ledge. 
REFUTATION. What other means of knowledge ? 
Not, to start, Perception, for we see no Perception 
occur which shows that the said Person is non-existent, 
If you retort that non-existence is decided by the non- 
apprehension of what should be there, we reply that this 
does not hold in our case since the object, that is the 
said Person, is actually apprehended through Scripture 
itself, which is the highest-ranking among the assembly 
of the means of knowledge. Nor does it militate against 
Inference; for how could an Inference which disproves 
that Person arise at all, slow-moving as it is, when its 
object is instantly refuted by the rapidly arising 
scriptural cognition ? Moreover, if this were so, the 
relation of sacrificing etc. to heaven, apürva'* etc., 
would logically be contradicted by the fact tbat 
sacrificing etc. are actions, when Scripture did not 
cancel such reasoning. True, the identity of sacrificial 
pole and sun, which is asserted by Scripture, is 
cancelled by another means of knowledge, namely 
Perception alone, because the difference between à 
Piece of wood and the disc of the sun is indeed obvious. 
Besides, in this case it is legitimate to assume 
metaphorical usage, for the statement of this identity 
is an arthaváda, since it forms onc single statement with 
the proximate injunction about the unction of the 
sacrificial pole. There is no other injunction to 
which it could be accessory as an arthardda. 
Alternatively, inasmuch as the human importance of a 
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statement would be lost if there were no injunction to 
connect it with, an injunction may be supplemented 
and then the arthavüda is regarded as accessory to that 
supplemented injunction. 
78. The objection"? thataslong as statements fail 
to prompt the operator of thc means of knowledge to 
being active or to prevent him from being active, they 
do not communicate self-sufficient information, does 
not hold good. For, we find that statements have 
human importance also outside any connection with an 
injunction ; in such a case it will be as in the statement 
“A son has been born to you,” and the like. Nor need 
an injunction be supplemented in these cases, For 
without an injunction, too, joy arises from the informa- 
tion that a son has been born. Likewise, a statement 
which is self-sufficient in merely expressing particular 
actions which questioners want to know in exchanges 
of question and answer—ey. “Which action?” 
“ Cooking !’’—do not require the supplementation of 
an injunction, In the upanisadic texts the knowledge 
of brahman is declared to be rewarded by great bliss : 
“the brahman-knower becomes brahman”; !? « the 
brahman knower attains the supreme”? ; '* **the saman 
cantor attains with brahman all that he desires ; १0161 
the human importance of statements without in junc- 
tions is quite clear from these and other scriptural 
words. 
` To sum up, when it is established that the 
Bhagavan is the treasury solely of beautiful qualities of 
direct universal cognition, compassionateness etc., 
qualities which arc true and natural to Him, and 
which we know from hundreds of quoted érutis, then it 
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is also established that the Tantra which is based on 
His universal cognition is authoritative indeed. 

79. OnjrcrioN. Granted that, as you have 'des- 
cribed it, there exists some Person who is endowed 
with natural omniscience, as it is known from the 
upanisads, yet, unless it is absolutely certain that this 
Person is indeed Hari, Paficaratra will not be authori- 
tativc. 
RxruTATION. This is a worthless remark; no 
experts in the Veda dispute that the Supreme Soul, 
cause of the entire universe, is Vasudeva, For He is 
revealed in the upanigads as the Supreme Soul: 
** Truth, knowledge, infinite; that is the supreme step 
of Visnu. Vasudeva is the ultimate matter, the ulti- 
mate spirit ” ' ** Hc was alonc beyond who became 
this world ” ; ** higher than whom there is nothing at 
all” in accordance with the subject expressed in these 
statements there are passages like: “ From whom these 
beings..." “Sat alone, my son..” Therefore Vispu's 
perfect knowledge is established by the: upanigads. 
And it is not declared in éruti that the origination, 
subsistence and destructien of the world are caused by 


anyone but Him. Hence there is a consensus that He 


is the supreme omniscient soul. 
That He is the Supreme Soul we learn also ‘from 


the statements of Dvaipayana, ParaSara, Narada and 
other great seers. Thus: ** Know theu, O tormentor 
of thy foes, that the entire world rests on Visnu. The 
Great Visnu creates the totality of creatures, moving 
and unmoving. In him they go to their reabsorption, 
from Him they originate,” “The glorious Sage 
Narayana, without beginning or end, is the sovercign 


+ 
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Lord. He creates the creatures, those that stand still 
and those that move. That He is the Supreme 
Brahman is also learnt elsewhere. Kesava, O best of 
the Bharatas, the Blessed One, is the sovereign, the 
supreme soul, the entire universe: thus it stands 
revealed in many places of the Scripture.” 13 " For 
those who seek to know the supreme principle by means 
of many-sided reasonings Hari alone is the Principle, 
the great Yogin, Narayana the Lord. ’! 

Likewise in the Dinadharma, 

“Padmanabha is the Supreme Soul, the highest 
One, the pure One, the Refuge. This is the secret 
doctrine of the Veda; dost thou not know, sacker of 
cities? By His grace do we all cause the worlds to exist. 
And the trusted ones, and the first among the 
immortals, and the gods are held to be His repre- 
sentatives, If Visnu is indifferent, no good will come 
to us.” 

Thus Rudra's word. Similarly, in the Mahi- 
bharata and Matsya Purana, 

“He who amongst them is the Supreme Soul, He 
indeed is the eternal, unqualified, perfect One; He is 
to be known as Narayana, for He is the world-soul, the 
Spirit.” 

Likewise in the Varaha Purana, 

“Who, excepting the Lord Narayana, is superior 
to the God whose conduct has become the life-order on 
the earth ?”” 

“There has been no God greater than Narayana, 
nor shall there be; this is the secret doctrine of the 
Vedas and the Purinas, O excellent ones.’’ 

9 
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Likewise in the Linga Purana, 

'_ “Janardana is the sole Spirit, the highest One,-the 
Supreme Soul, from whom Brahma was born; from 
Him Rudra and from Him all the world.” + 

Likewise Paragara’s word, ' 
‘The world has originated from Visnu 'and' on 
Him it rests. He is the maker of its subsistence and 


its destruction.?'!ee 

Likewise in the ManavadharmaéSastra,'”’ 

“Narayana is higher than the unmanifest; the 
World-Egg originates from the unmanifest. Within 
the Egg are all these worlds as well as the earth with 
her seven continents, ” ; 

Therefore, the study of these and similar srutis, 
smrtis, epical texts and puránas provcs that Vasudeva 
is the universal cause, the Supreme Soul. 

80. Nordo the §rutis declare that Rudra is the 
Supreme Soul, or that any other deity is. On the 
contrary, the followers of the Ekayana £akha'?? say that 
he has an origin, and the same is found in the Veda 
itself: “Darkness was here....from which Rudra is 
bern; that is the greatest in all the worlds, that indeed 
is the oldest in the worlds." “Similarly, Rudra’s posi- 
tion is clearly known to bea result of his karman :'“He 
obtained his greatness by propitiating Visnu.? “From 
the forehead sprang a drop; from that Rudra was 
born.?™69 "m 

These and other érotis declare that Rudra was 
born. This being so, the statements that in appearance 
convey the greatness of Rudra and others really serve 
as laudatory statements, like the $ruti: “the ear is 
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brahman,""" Consequently, the passages in the 
Puranas which declare Rudra etc. to be the Supreme 
Soul have not their primary meaning, because they are 
in conflict with Perception and Scripture. 


81. Concerning the objection that the assertions 
of the doctrines ofthe Tantras are to be rejected since 
their greatness is set forth only in non-Vedic Tantric 
texts, we say that Visnuis stated to be the Supreme One 
in the texts of the Way of the Vedic doctrine. For 
example in the Visnu Purana, 

“The Supreme Soul, the Basis of all creatures, the 
Supreme Lord is called by the name of Visnu in Vedas 
and Upanigads."'? 


Inthe Varaha Purina, 


“The Supreme Brahman is Vignu; the triple 
division in the pathways of the Vedic doctrine is here 
set forth; the ignorant do not know (5.72 There has 
been no god greater than Narayana, nor shall there 
be; this is the secret doctrine of Vedas and Puranas, 
O excellent ones. 

Likewise in the Matsya Purana, 

* In those aeons where sattva prevails, the great- 
ness of Visnu is declared. In aeons predominated by 
tamas the greatness of Fire and Siva is expounded.” 

Likewise in the Linga Purana, 

* For there is no other recourse ordained but 
Visnu; this the Vedas constantly declare; no doubt 
about it,’ 

` Likewise in the Vayu Purina, 
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* The Spirit that belongs to the Way of the Veda 
is explaind to be the thousand-armed supreme lord of 


creatures.” 
Likewise in the Bhavisyat Purana, 
** Visnu is traditionally known to be the Sepreme 
in the pathways of the Vedic doctrine. "Visnu is the 
greatest among persons, the most exalted Supreme 


Person.” 173 

All this has alrcady been explained in great detail 
in the Purwsaniruaya"5 and is therefore not further 
enlarged upon here. Therefore, how can our tongue 
endeavour to say that the Tantra which is revealed by 
Visnnu who is known from the Upanisads is false? 
For He is such that He has an immediate insight into 
the dharma of Consecration, Propitiation etc., by virtue 
of the omniscience that is natural to Him.'/ 

82. Considering that the sensual pleasure to be 
had from attainment of hcaven, the birth of a son etc. 
is inseparable from various forms of misery and does 
not,continue for long, the supreme sages Sandilya, , 
Narada and others have rejected this pleasure, which 
in their view was really misery, and in order to attain 
the release left their dwellings to become mendicants ; 
and they have decided definitively that He has created 
the Paficaratra Sastra which sets forth the knowledge 
and manner of propitiation of Himself which constitute 
the sole means of attaining the unparalleled beatitude 
they sought. 

83. This argument cannot be extended to other 
Tantras, for in the various authors of those Tantras 


error etc. is possible. It is impessible that Perception 
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or another means of knowledge forms the basis for the 
other Tantras, and they themselves do also not claim 
that Scripture is the basis. Besides, because they 
communicate a meaning that is incompatible with the 
conclusions of the upanisads the view that these 
Tantras are based on Perception or Scripture is 
sublated, 

For there are four kinds of followers of the way of 
life set forth in those Tantras, the Kapilikas, Kāla- 
mukhas, PaSupatasand Saivas. The Kāpālika doctrine 
is described as follows : the reward of release is attained 
by knowing what the six mudrikds"? are and by wearing 
them, not by knowing Brahman. As they say, “He 
who knows the identities of the six mudrikas and is 
expert in the supreme Mudra, and meditates upon the 
selfin the vulva posture, attains nirvana." The six 
mudrikas of the Kapalikas are stated to be the earring, 
necklace, pendent, head ornament, ashes and the sacri- 
ficial theread: there are two more subsidiary mudras 
described, namely skull and skull-staff. One whose 
body is marked by these mudrās will not be reborn in 
theworld." Now, the &rutis do not bear out their view 
that the knowledge of such paraphernalia, the wearing 
of them and the concentration on the body in the 
immoral vulva posture are means to attain release, for 
the érutis expound that release is attainable only by one 
who has renounced all sensual desires of this world and 
the other world and who concentrates on the soul 
‘Vasudeva as the cause of the entire Universe : “knowing 


Him one goes beyond death; there is no other path to 
tread ctc,?737 


The same is.true of the Kilamukhas who teach 
that certain practices, which are condemned by all the 
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Sistras, like eating from a skull, bathing in and tasting 
of ashes of cremated Corpses, carrying a laguda staff, 
putting up wine-cups and worshipping the deity in 
them, will secure all material and immaterial desires: 
these teachings are outside the Veda. G 
84. Also some of the teachings of the PaSupatas 
and the Saivas in which compatible and incompatible 
elements are indiscriminately mixed are likewise out- 
side the Veda. The Pa$upata system is ‘as follows: 
there are individual souls which are called १४०७, 
cattle, and their overlord is Siva, the Lord of Cattle. 
To assist the souls Siva has composed the 
Paficadhyàyi.^ There the five Categories are ex- 
plained, namely, Cause, Effect, Injunction, Yoga and 
the Cessation of Misery. The Cause is of two kinds, 
material and instrumental. Rudra is the instrumental 
cause and a sixteenth part of him is the material cause. 
The Effect comprises the elements from Makati! to 
earth. The Injunction is stated to comprehend 
principally a number of rites, secret practices, bathing 
and lying in ashes etc.? The Yoga is said to be con- 
centration and the muttering of formula, OM etc. 
The Cessation of Misery is held to be release; thusthe 
five Categories are enumerated.— The term "cessation 
of misery” means total and final cessation of misery- 
The system holds that this cessation or release is defined 
by the annihilation of all the qualities of the differential 


soul. : 
This conception of God is held by the Saivas as 


wellas the others. And this view of God is entirely, 
incompatible with Scripture, for it is revealed in Sruti 
that the Supreme Brahman is both the material and the 
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instrumental cause of the Universe. Also, it is 
repeatedly revealed in the scriptures that release con- 
sists in perfect bliss. As the authoritativeness of these 
Tantras is already vitiated by their mutual contradic- 
tions, it is not really necessary for them to be rejected 
with the stick of the Veda. i 

85. Moreover, the Saivas etc. accept stages of 
life etc. that are outside the vargasrama system that is 
proved by the Veda and are consequently outside the 
Veda. As they say," merely by entcring Consecration 
one becomes instantly a Brahmin. A man becomes an 
ascetic by accepting the Kapalika vow.” 

86. Let it not be said, How could Rudra, who is 
very trustworthy, promulgate such a vast collection of 
texts which are not authoritative? Nor is it right to 
hold that these texts are based upon the recollection of 
an author of the same name as Siva, because the 
ground is overextensive. For the theorythatthe author 
was in error and could be in error, because he was not 
Siva but some other person with the same name, can 
only follow if the Veda sublates the system; this latter 
ground is sufficient to prove the lack of authority of 
these texts and entails no overextension to other texts. 
And error is not entirely impossible in the case of such 
Persons as Rudra etc. Or else one may reason that 
since Rudra may have composed such a system for the 
purpose of deceiving the werld because he is known as 
a promulgator of deceitful doctrines, it is not even 
necessary to assume error on his part. For thus it 
reads in the Varaha Purina, 

“For Thou, strong-armed Rudra, must cause 
deluding doctrines to be expounded, the deceptions of 
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jugglers and the like as well as conflicting practices. 
Having shown that the fruit can be won with little 
effort, you must delude all these people quickly.'"* 
Similarly, the venerable Rudra himself shows 
in the same Purana that the Saiva and the like scrip- 
tures which are there being discussed are apostate from 
the Veda, that only apostates from the Veda are quali- 
fied for these doctrines and that their only purpose is 
just to deceive them. “I have propounded this §astra 
as though it were correct doctrine in order to deceive 
those who have deserted the Way of the Vedas From 
that time onward, O excellent Ones, the people who 
believe in the scriptures promulgated by myself do not 
respect the Vedas. Thus the Pisupata and like 
doctrines are active in the Kali Age," !7 
Likewise he shows that the worship concerning 
himself as it is propounded in the Pagupata Tantras 
and other such Tantras is different and woes not form 
part of the worship of the Bhagavan: “The said act of 
worship concerning me which is being observed is 
really outside the Veda. This ritual called PaSupata is 
the lowliest and deceives men.! Only the lowest people 
worship me with exclusion of Visnu.’?® The large 
numbers of statements like the preceding ones will not 
be written out here, because they are teo numerous. It 
isclear enough that those who follow these scriptures 
are outside the Veda, as is stated in the same Purina 
“He cursed those who kept the observances of hairtuft 
ashes and skull, Be you outside the Veda and disquali- 
fied for Vedic rites. In the Kali Age all those who 
assume that appearance, wearing hairtuft and carrying 
a laguda stick, exhibitng arbitrary observances and 
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carrying false lingas about, all these hair-tuft wearing 
devotees of Rudra are consumed by the fire of 
Brahma’s cursc.”' These practices are well-known 
in the Saiva scriptures: “Rosary, and bracelet in the 
hand, a hair-tuft on the head, a skull, bathing in ashes 
etc,” 


Similarly, he declares in the Aditya Purāņa that 
along with relinquishing the Bhagavan they relinquish 
the Veda: “Others, those that wear ashesand hair-tufts 
as described have formerly been made to relinquish 
the Veda as well as God Narayana on account of 
Gautama’s curse.?"!9! 


Moreover, those fools who pass censure on 
Vasudeva arc to be regarded as heretics, for thus it is 
declared in the Linga Purina, “Those who consider 
the Supreme Person to be equal (to Siva) are to be 
regarded as heretics whoare expelled from the Wayof 
the Veda,1? 


To conclude, it is these followers of other Tantras 
of whom it is said, in the smrtis: “Heretics, crimi- 
nals etc.”, that they should not be honoured even with 
a word; and thc declaration “Which are outside the 
Veda. . .” refers to them. Consequently, since it cannot 
properly be said of the other Tantras that they are 
based either on Veda or on Perception, another cause 
must be assumcd for them. 


87. Onyection. If it is true that for these 
Tantras another basis must be assumed, let the defect 
be granted. But is in your own view knowledge not 


self-proved ? 
10 
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Rervration. Certainly; but this self-validity of 
knowledge is here negated by these two defects of 
sublation, namely, sublation through Perception and 
through Scripture, for both these defects are plain in 
tleir case. The equality of Paficaritra Tantra and 
those other Tantras which has been postulated on the 
Eround that both happen to be Tantra, while in fact 
one of the two is incompatible with Scripture and 
plainly shows a different provenance, would mean that 
Brahmin Murdcr and Horse Sacrifice are on the same 
level because both are actions: For in the case of 
Paficarátra Sistra we have positive certainty that it is 
based on Scripture and Perception. 

88. Osjecrion, I made the objection that if 
its being based on Scripture follows from its being 
established by the Veda, then it cannot be assumed 
that the author was independent. 

RrrurATION. No. Surely, we can assume no 
independence in man, but for God it is revealed in 
Scripturc, e.g., “To Him all the world is manifest. , .” 
“From fear for Him...” 

89. Osjection. Butif the Paficaratra traditions 
are really derived from the Veda, then how is it that 
no recollection of the Vedic words which furnishes 
this basis has persisted among the Paficaratrikas, 
whereas the meaning of these words apparently does 
persist? It is not right to contend that only the recol- 
lection of the meaning is important because that has 
purpose while the recollection of the actual Vedic 
statements is to be disregarded because it is purpose- 
less; for it is not proper to forget that from which thc 

meaning’s authority derives. 
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Or if, in order to justify this oblivion, the stand- 
Point is taken that the doctrine is based on a Vedic 
sākhā which has been lost or which isalways deducible, 
then whatever doctrine a person adopts he can always 
make authoritative simply by attributing it to a lost 
fakha; however, it is hard to prove what a lost or 
deducible $akha actually contain. 


Or if these traditions are based on an extant 
Sakha, then others would know it as well as thc author, 
and hence his taking the trouble of promulgating these 
texts would be purposeless. 


RerurATION. The reply to this is as follows: The 
Bhagavan, who has an immediate presentation of the 
entire collection of the Veda by virtue of the perfect 
knowledge that is natural to Him, observed that his 
devotees were not firm enough in their minds to retain 
and transmit the lessons of all the various Sakhas which 
consist of widely scattered injunctions, arthavddas and 
mantras of many different kinds, and having observed 
this he was moved by his compassion to condense the 
meaning of the Veda in an easily comprehensible way 
and to teachit so. On this showing nothing is un- 
éstablished. As they say “The blessed Hari took the 
essence of the Upanisads and condensed it, the Sage, 
out of compassion with his devotees for their con- 
venience,” 


The other objections made, which are equally 
applicable to all Traditions of Manu and the others, 
are easily answered by all those who have made a 
diligent study of the commentaries on the Tantras and 
are not further enlarged upon here. 
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90. Onjection. The thesis that the Paficarátra 
Tantras are based on the Veda is disproved by the fact 
that we find in these very Tantras a condemnation of 
the Veda, For it is said that Sindilya, failing to find 
ameaning of human importance in the four Vedas, 
learnt this sastra, 

Rerutation. This is the objection of someone 
who does not know the distinct meaning of the state- 
ment. For this censure does not mean to censure 
something deserving of censure, but rather to praise 
something else than that which is censured. For 
instance, in the Aitareya Brihmana the censure passed 
on the pre-dawn oblation “Morning upon morning 
they speak untruth,"'9 is understood to praise the 
post-dawn oblation. It isas in the Manavadharma- 
Sistra: “The Rgveda is of gods and deities, the 
Yajurvedaof man, and the Simaveda of the deceased; 
therefore its sound is पाद; here the censure of 
the Simaveds serves to praise the other Vedas. Or as 

in the Mahabharata: “Formerly the assembled seers 
placed the four Vedas and the Mahabharata in the 
balance, one at one side, the other at the other side. 
And since in bulk and in weight the latter pre- 
ponderated, it is called the Great Bharata for its bulk 
and weight.’ This is said, notto belittle the Vedas, 
but to bestew praise on the Mahabharata. In this 
same way the above statement must be taken as praise 
of the Paficaratra. Just as the censure of the pre-dawn 
oblation ete. does not really intend censure, since 


elsewhere in the same texts they are praised, so will it 
be in our case too. In Paficaratra, too, we frequently 


find praise of the Veda; for example: “Nothing that 
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is made up of words is superior to the Veda, thou who 
art seated on the Lotus. That issaid by the Upanisads 
which set forth the knowledge of truth" etc. 


91. Besides in the quotation caturgu vedesu'®? the 
meaning is not that there is no purpose of human 
importance in the Vedas butsimply "failing to find 


the purpose of human importance which is in the 
Vedas...” 


OBjecTIoN. However, the principal connection in 
this sentence is between “failing to find" and “a pur- 
pose of human importance;" not between “purpose of 
human importance" and “in the Vedas.” 


REFUTATION. Don’t argue like that, for there is 
no negation in the sentence. For it is not so that this 
purpose of human importance is absent from the 
Vedas; hence the sentence “failing to find that pur- 
pose of human importance which is in the Vedas, and 
desirous of finding it, he learnt the Paficaratra Sástra," 
conveys that both Revelation and Pajicaratra have the 
same meaning. 


92. The further objection"? that Paficaratra is 
non-Vedic because of the injunction that those who 
are qualified for Vedic sacraments etc. must undergo 
such sacraments described as Consecration because 
they are propitiations of the Lord, does not hold good. 
For such statements as gnàvaisitavam. . हण which enjoin 
the sacrament of consecration upon chase qualified for 
Initiation etc. as accessory to the ritual of the 
jyotistoma etc. do not therefore become non-Vedic. 


Or if the ground for its non-Vedic character is the 
injunction of sacraments other than the Vedic ones, 
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the ground is inappropriate, because of the circular 
argument it involves: only if the non-Vedic character 
of Paücarátra Sastra is proved, it is proved that these 
sacraments arc rcally different; and ifthe latter is 
proved, it is proved that Paficaritra Sistra is non- 
Vedic. 

Moreover, the ground is either that the Paficarátra 
sacraments are different from all Vedic sacraments, or 
that they are different from some Vedic sacraments, 
Not the latter alternative, for this would mean that the 
sacrament of Initiation ctc. is non-Vedic because it is 
different f rom the sacrament of Tonsure ; nor the first 
alternative, becausc it does not escape the said defect? 
for the sacrament of Initiation is not different from all 
Vedic sacraments; and we have said that the 
difference (of Paficaratra sacraments) from Vedic 
sacraments is disproved on the ground that Pañcarātra 
Sastra is Vedic. 

93. The objection? that Paficaratra is outside 
the Veda, because like the Pásupata Tantra it is not 
included among the fourteen sciences which are held 
to be authoritative of dharma, would also have an 
occasional application to the texts of the Bharata and 
Ramáyana composed by Dvaipayana and Valmiki. 

94. The objection that Paficaratra is non.Vedic 
because itis rejected by the blessed Badarayana is 
incorrect. For how could the blessed Dvaipayana”* 
be thought to reject the Bhágavata doctrine, while he 
himself is a supreme Bhigavata, model for all the 
world? It was he who said, “This has been extracted 
from the Bharata in its full length of one hundred 
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thousand 80005 after it had been churned with the 
stick of thought, as butter is extracted from curds, and 
curds from milk, the Brahmin from the bipeds, the 
Aranyaka from the Vedas, and the amrta from the 
herbs: this Mahopanisada which is consistent with the 
four Vedas und the demonstrations of Sámkhya.and 
Yogais called the Paricaratra. This is bliss, this is 
brahman, this is the summum bonum. Being consistent 
with Rk, Yajuh and Sáman and the Atharvingirasas, 
this discipline will of a certainty be authoritative.’ 


And in the Bhigmaparvan too: “Brahmins, 
Ksatriyas, Vaisyas and Südras as described are all to 
worship, serve and honour Madhava according to the 
Satvata ritual that has been promulgated by 
Samkarsana, at the end of the Dvapara age and the 
beginning of the Kali age?” 


Also in the Sintiparavan: “Certainly, the 
Vaisnava must undergo Consecration with all effort: 
for Hari will be particularly graceful to one who has 
been consecrated and to no one else. One should 
consecrate a Brahmin in spring, a Ksatriya in summer, 
a Vaigya in the autumn, a Sidra in winter, a woman 
in the rainy season according to the Paficaritra 
doctrine,’ And likewise: “It has been made 
commensurate with the four Vedas on the great 
Mountain Meru.”?” 

Now, how could Dvaipayana reject the Paficaratra, 
which is his own supreme doctrine, comprising the 
sense of the Upanisads, as follows from these and 
a hundred direct and circumlocutory declarations made 
with full respect? 
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95. Onjecrion. But then how to explain the 
sūtra utpatlyasayibhava t 2209 
REPLY. What is the intention of the sütra? 


Osjection. The following: Since it isexpounded 
in thc Bhágavata Sastra chat the individual seul has an 
origin, and since this is impossible as it militates 
against Scripture and Logic, therefore this gastra is 
erroneous, 

RErLy. Ifthatis the meaning of the sūtra, then 
how can the sütra be intended to reject the Paficaratra 
Sastra? For the Paficaratra Sastras do not accept that 
the individual soul has an origin, which assumption 
would have justified the sütra's rejection. 


OnjecrioN. But is it not their assertion that 
Vasudeva is at once the supreme material cause and 
the supreme spirit; that from him the individual soul 
Samkarsana is born, from Samkarsana the mind called 
Pradyumna, aud from the latter the ego called 
Aniruddha ? 

RreLy. No. The personal manifestation of God is 
described as being constituted by wythes,2 and the 
word ‘individual soul is assigned to one of these 
Dyiihas for practica] purposes, in order to prove clearly 
the differences that exist within the Adorable One, 
which differences are in accordance with those of the 
varnas. Itis as they say: “The four vyiihas are to be 
worshipped successively by the four varpas succes- 

sively.’ Besides, the words ‘individual soul,’ ‘mind’ 
and ‘ego’ do not denote these fanmátras?? themselves, 
but refer to a person who is the superintending deity of 
these orders and whose personality is entirely different 
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from the order he superintends. Birth is described 
as the acquisition of various bodies, as is said in the 
statement foyena jiodn in the Yajurmurdhan.™ 


Besides, the Author of the Sütras has already 
discarded the gruti, smrti and profane views concerning 
the origination and reabsorption of the individual soul 
in the sūtra cardcaravpapasrayas tu syat tadoyapadefa 
bhaktas tadbhacabhávitrat.? And since, moreover, the 
origination of the individual soul out of Brahman has 
been rejected in the sutras nitma sruteh nityatode ca 
tabhyalr? it does not occasion a renewed exposition: 
an issue which does not need being made a topic 
would then be made a topic. 


96. This also explains the sutra za ca kartuh 
karanam ;?* for it is not said here that the instrument, 
sc. the mind, originates from the agent, sc. Samkarsana. 
For we have already stated that these names solely 
refer to the persons who superintendent these orders 
but are themselves different from them. 


Ossection. Then why this sūtra at all? For we 
do not find that instruments, like a hatchet, originate 
from an agent, like Devadatta, so that an instrument 
out of an agent makes no sense, 


REFUTATION. Well, then you reject the general 
view that all instruments, vital airs, mind etc. have 
their origin in Brahman which itself is without the 
entire collection of all instruments and rests solely on 
its own power ; this view is stated in the text: “From 
it springs the vital air, the mind and all the senseg,°*215 

Or if you do agree on this because it is clearly 


proved in Revelation, 1 ask you why you don't agree. 
n 
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on it because it is clearly proved in Paficaratra. It is 
not a very proper procedure to deny things that are 
proved by smrti; since both éruti and smrti spring 
from perfect knowledge, they are equally valid. 


97. Onjecrion. The sūtra vtjfidnadibhdve và 
fadapratisrdha[i?'5 is explained as follows: The Author 
raises the question which one of two alternatives may 
be true: Are these four equally and independently 
sovereign, or has one a quaternity of personalities 
which he has assumed at his own desire? and then he 
points out the defect: if they are equally sovereign, 
none of them can be effects because they are equal; 
when they are diffcrent forms of one, what is the pur- 
pose of this division ? 


Reruration. That is not correct, because an 
alternative is impossible. For no one who holds that 
there is a God theorizes that the world has several 
Gods, least of all the Paricaratrikas who hold that 
“Vasudeva is the ultimate material cause". But this 
one Bhagavan, who has divided Himself into four for 
reasons of sport, protects the entire world. And this 
position is not unjustified, because it is justified in the 
same manner as the appearance of second-born and 
first-born brothers like Bala and Bharata. For just as 
the Bhagavan, who has created the variety of pheno- 
mena of ether, ‘Wind, Siva, Brahma etc, for His sport, 
and whose sole motivation is the sport of his 
unfathomable power, has voluntarily assumed the 
personalities of Rama, Laksmana, Bharata, Satrughna 
etc, without there being the possibility of logical 
conflict in the same manner the divisions of 
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Samkarsana, Pradyumna and Aniruddha, too, are 
unconflicting. 


98. Furthermore, vipratisedhat™? may mean either 
“because of conflict with Revelation”, on the basis of 
the citation “failing to find in the four Vedas...;’? or 
“because of mutual conflict between the Tantias them- 
selves", The former alternative, incompatibility with 
Revelation has already been refuted as being without 
valid basis. Mutual conflict between the Paficaratra 
Tantras themselves, whose terminological precision has 
been perfected by the rules of logic governing principal 
matter, generality, peculiarity, quality and the like, 
does not exist. On the other hand, statements that 
lack the corroboration of logic can have no cogency ; 
as the maxim says: “A statement must have precision 
perfected by logic before it can communicate its 
Meaning.” 


Consequently, the Author of thc Sütras gives the 
lie to those exegetes who, hy superimposing on the 
Paficaratra Tantras (whose validity he strongly affirms 
as no less than that of the Vedas, in such assertions as 
“idam  mahopanisadam," etc.) the non-existent 
doctrine of the soul’s origination, explain that the 
sütra means to reject the Paiicaritra Tantras. Enough 
of the book ! 


99. The meaning of the sutras is this. First the 
Author has set forth that the doctrines of Kapila, 
Ka$yapa, Buddha, Jina and Pagupati, who oppose 
the Author's own accepted doctrine, are unnatural’ 
because they conflict with Revelation and logic. Now 
in order to remove the suspicion that the Paficarátra 


84 A0AMA PRAMANYAM 


Tantras (which are his own accepted doctine) are 
equally unnatural with the other doctrincs because 
their usual enumeration onan equal plane with the 
others has made them closely associated with them in 
people’s thinking, he elicits their validity. 


In the first two sittrasthe prima-facie case is laid 
down: the Paficaritra likewise has no validity, 
ulpaltyasainbhavat, i.e., on account of the impossibility 
of Samkargana's origination which is taught there. 
Why should it be impossible? Because it cannot be 
established in cither of two possible cases; either the 
four Vikas are equally sovereign, or else one God 
exists in four persons; and in either case there is im- 
possibility of origination. If they are equally sovereign, 
they cannot be created because they are equal; if only 
one being is admitted no origination is possible cither, 
since a distribution within one being of creating and 
created parts is inconceivable. 


100. Similarly na ca Kartuh karanam: Paficaratra 
has novalidity for the further reason that it is impos- 
sible that the instrument, sc. the mind called 
Pradyumna, originates from thc agent, sc. the indi- 
vidual soul called Samkarsana, for the hatchet does not 
originate from Dcvadatte. Or thereis this alternative 
explanation of na ca kartuh karanam: and for the further 
reason that the instrument does not originate from the 
agent Samkarsana, since according to the text: “From 
it spring the vital air, the mind and all the senses," it 
is revealed that all instruments really originate from 
Brahman. 
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101. Then follows:  rijüanddibhàve ca tada- 
Pratigedhel. By the particle ed this prima-facie case is 
now reversed. What has been said, viz., that there is 
no validity since in neither case origination of 
Sarnkarsana etc. is possible, is untrue: it is not contra- 
dictory that Samkarsana etc. have originated. Indeed, 
it would be contradictory if they were not vijnanddi, 


Vijriánádi is a dvandva compound: ‘knowledge 
and beginning," that means: Brahman; thus vij/i@- 
nadibhdve means brahmabháve. Inasmuch as they arc 
Brahman (brahmabháve), the origination is not contra- 
dictory. That is to say: by virtue of the fact that the 
unique Supreme Soul Vasudeva, whose omnipotence is 
unbounded, enters into them through His maya, a 
cause-effect relation is justified. The objection that 
the mind cannot originate from Samkarsana, on the 
authority of the Sruti that the mind originates from 
Brahman, is invalidated by the fact that he, sc. 
Samkarsana is vjridnadi, i.e., Brahman. 


102. Furthermore, what is being said in the 
argument na ca kartuli &arenam? Is it that the instru. 
ment of a certain action does not originate from the 
"agent of that same action; or that no instrument of 
any action whatever originates from any agent whatso- 
ever? If the first view is taken, we have a conflict with 
Inference, because the argument contains the fallacy of 
provingthe proved. The mind, originating from the 
agent Samkarsana cannot be the instrument. of 
Samkarsaga's action of originating it, since it itself is 
the object of the action; norcanit bethe instrument 
of the action of being originated, since it itself is the 
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agent of that action. If the alternative view is taken, 
we have a conflict with Perception, because we see that 
for instance a pitcher, though it be the instrument of 
an action of fetching water, yet originates from the 
agent of such an action, the potter. This the Author 
says in the sutra vi pratisedhat: “because there is conflict.’ 


103. Asto the other explanation that has been 
given of these two sütras,?^ since it is ujránádi, i.c. 
“ta ground for validity”, the denial of the validity 
of Paücaratra is not justified, because it entails over- 
extension. The invalidity, which is defined by the 
non-origination of knowledge through repetition or 
dubiety in the Tantras, is rejected, because knowledge 
is actually had from them. In order to remove the 
suspicion of untruth occasioned by the spcaker's 
character, the word à4i is used to convey the intended 
meaning that the Tantras are in fact spoken by a trust- 
worthy person. i 

Consequently the meaning is this: He always has 

direct knowledge of the entire world by virtue of the 
omniscience which is part of His nature; He bestows 
man's wishes upon him, when He is satisfied—and he 
is satisfied by meditation alone; Him the experts in the 
Veda describe as eterna)ly satisfied in all His desires: 
how then can there be defects in Him like error, deceit 
etc. ? 

104. The ‘impossibility of origination,’ which has 
been stated in the first two sütras, is thereupon denied 
for Samkarsana and the other forms of God in the 
sūtra vipratisedhat, This means either; ‘Because there 
is conflict with the Bhagavan’s perception which is 
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inferred through Paikaratra;" or “Because there is 
conflict with Sruti which is inferred from the same 
Tradition.” 


105. Or there is another interpretation: since the 
sütras intend to illustrate the rules of exegesis, the 
author first assumes that there is a conflict between 
$ruti and Paücaratra, though in fact there is no such 
conflict, and then reasons this out as follows: 
suppose that Pajicaratra is in conflict with the veda, is 
this $4stra then, like the statements of Manu etc., valid 
or invalid? This question is thercupon answercd : "It is 
invalid, because of the impossibility of the origination 
of valid knowledge concerning a conflicting sense; and 
this impossibility itself is proved on the ground that 
there is independence of something that is dependent.” 


Thus the sūtra utpatlyasembhavadt means: “because 
it is impossible that a valid knowledge originates, 
since, as long as the dependent Pafcaratra Tradition 
does not start proving the validity of its own sense by 
establishing the validity of its basis, the cognition 
which originates from the independent preterpersonal 
Scripture determines the Tradition’s sense as being 
different, and consequently conflicting with itself. For 
Paficarütra conveys that scripture is its basis only as 
longas the sword of direct scripture does not cut its 
root. 

106. 051०10. But why should the Vedas 
themselves be independent, since their validity, too, 
depends on the direct cognition of the Bhagavan, 
because this cognition is their cause? Just as the 
Paficaritra Traditions are dependent on His cognition, 

so are the Vedas too dependent on His cognition,22 
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RrruTATION. To refute this view, the statement 
is made: na ca kartuh karanam: “The Vedas arc not 
the product of a maker, i.c. the Bhagavan. Karana 
here in the sense of “things that are made or pro- 
duced," by the rule ‘‘suffix-aa in the sense of the 
object of the action.” This then means that the 


Vedas are preterhuman, 


107. Vijüünadtbhave và tadapratisedhalt. If, on the 
other hand, it is not true that the Paficaritra Sistra is 
invalid, then what? ladapratisedhal:, i e. non.rejection 
of the origination of valid knowledge (namely, even 
when partly conflicting, the conflicting statement may 
be valid optionally), because it is based upon the direct 
cognition of the Bhagavan in whom error and deceit 
are impossible as He is a source of vijridna (vijitanidi- 
bhave): Vijiana means "knowledge par excellence in 
which no rnistake is possible. For since all other 
authors of Dharma§$istras are not omniscient, as they 
are involved in samsára, and since therefore they are 
also not entirely selfsufficient, various lapses are con 
ceivable in their knowledge. Whereas in the case of 
the Bhagavan, whose supremacy is natural and un- 
limited, His knowledge is the immediate insight in all 
dharma and adharma, which is natural to Him and true, 
as is known from hundreds of érutis; it is this 
knowledge which in the sütra is described as vijfana. 
When such knowledge is the ‘beginning,’ i.e. the basis, 
there is non-rejection, sc. the §astra is valid. 


108. Onsjrcriow. But how can it be assumed 
that the Tantra, which conflicts with scripture, has 
validity? For if it is valid, it becomes optional beside 
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scripture; and optionality is deficient in the case ofthe 
Tantras by eight defects. Option is assumed when 
thereis no invariable rule that something should be 
such and not otherwisc, because there is no rcasonto 
reject, in one case or another, an alternative statement; 
for instance: ** He must sacrifice with rice," beside 
“he must sacrifice with barley.” In the latter case it 
is impossihle to eliminate one or the other because 
neither of these statements is characterized by in- 
dependence. Inthe former case, however, there can 
be no such option between scripture and Paficaratra, 
because the two are not equal; for the Vedic statement 
is independent, because it is preterhuman, whereas the 
Paücarátra statement is dependent. So how can they 
be alternatives and optional ? 


109. Reruration. Listen: because Paficaritra 
too is independent. 


Onjection. How cana statement deriving from 
a person be independent? 

Rerutation. Let us ask the logician to explain 
this: must dependence on something else be assumed 
for a statement to be informative, to give positive 
certainty, or to state the truth about its content, or 
to serve a purpose of human importance? 

All four are impossible. When the statement is 
heard, “One must worship the Bhagavan with the 
attendance due an emperor," nothing else is re~ 
quired for this statement to be informative, because 
the meaning of the words has already become known 
from other contexts, Nor does this small measure of 


dependence prove the weakness of the statement’s 
12 
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validity, for the same weakness would follow for 
Sruthi too.?* 

Nor is anything else required for the statement 
to give positive certainty; for the statement “One 
must worship..." docs not occasion doubt whether 
onc must or must not worship, since that would entail 
a ncgation of the direct declaration of the real sense. 

Nor is anything required for the statement to be 
true to the facts, for the knowledge produced by the 
statement does not require anything outside its own 
cause” to be true to the facts, because secondary 
validity is inappropriate and not admitted.?? 

Nor is it necessary for the statement to be 
dependent on something else in order to serve a purpose 
of human importance, for the proof of this purpose 
follows from a consideration of the entire body of 
doctrine. In this case, those who have undergone the 
afore-mentioned satraments have knowledge of the 
content of the statement when they have heard the 
doctrine, and hence thcy perform the “five-times- 
a-day'"?* rites, which form this content, and hence 
they attain to supreme perfection; this is learnt solely 
from the Sastra itself. 

110. Or if the objection is raised that, granted 
the self-validity of Paficaratra, this validity is not 
complete as long as it has not been made certain that 
there are no defects, after it has been made certain 
that the speaker is rcliable,—I reply that this view 
is not correct; knowledge that there are no defects 
does not completely establish validity, since the validity 
arises from the cause itself of defectless knowledge and 
not from the defectlessness of this knowledge. 
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111. Noris positive certainty about such of the 
speaker's qualities as his reliability required for his 
statement to be defectless, because the statement's 
defectlessness is proved solely by its being defectless. 
As the Author of the Varttika declares, “Then the 
qualities (of the speaker) do not exert any influence 
(on the validity of his statement) because (its defectless- 
ness) is already known.”??? The same Autbor also 
shows that, even when there is certainty about its 
defectlessness, the existence of qualities (like reliability 
in the speaker) is helpful: “When defectlessness is 
known, they are helpful by merely existing."2:9 

Nor does the validity, when it has been established 
require something else in order that consequent actions 
of acceptance, rejection etc. proceed, because action 
proceeds on the basis of recollection and desire. As 
they say, “Action proceeds on the basis of recollection 
and desire.” 

Moreover, in the case of the self-valid Vedas, too, 
we find this same dependence in that their validity 
would not be completely established as long as there 
were no certainty of their defectlessness after the 
certainty about the non-existence of thcir author. 

112. Osyscron. But when the non-existence of 
their author is proved without effort by the non-appre- 
hension of what ought to be there, the question of the 
non-validity does not arise for the Veda, for defects 
are impossible without something or someone in which 
they could reside. As they say: ‘In that case (the 
Veda) the absence of non-validity follows quite 
naturally from the absence of an author; therefore 
its validity cannot be questioned, "7s: 


52 AGAMA PRAMINYAN 


Reruration. Why, in the case of Paficarátra 
too no question can arise about its validity, since the 
absence of defects is easily proved by thc fact that the 
omniscient and omnipotent God is its speaker; so the 
argument is the same. 

In other words, in both cases of sclf-validity 
there is positive certainty that there are no defects; 
in the case of the Veda because there is positive 
certainty that ne person is involved who could possess 
these defects; in the case of Paficaratra because there 
is positive certainty that its speaker possesses virtues 
which preclude defects. It is here as in the following 
two cases of absence of heat: there is no heat in ether 
because it is certain that there is no Jocus for heat in 
ether; nor is there heat in cold water because there is 
coldness which precludes heat. 

113. Moreover, neither dependence nor inde- 
pendence is by itself a cause of invalidation.* The 
independent cognition that some substance is silver 
while in reality it is nacre is invalidated by the cogni- 
tion: “This is not silver:’’ this cognition itself is consi- 
dered as dependent. The cognition “ Thisis that 
flame," is found to be invalidated by the inferential 

cognition that arises from the disappearance of oil; 
the latter cognition itself is dependent because it arises 
from a sense-perception. The simple truth therefore is 
that which is susceptible to invalidation is invalidated 
by that which is not so susceptible; in our present case 
there is no such susceptibility either of Scripture or of 
Paficaratra. 

114. Or if you think that it is impossible to give 
positive certainty that the Tantra is promulgated by 
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Vasudeva, as it is in conflict with Scripture, I ask you: 
Why then does tlie knowledge arise that Scripture is 
preterpersonal, while it is invalidated because it 
conflicts with Paficaratra? They accept it that the Veda 
is preterpersonal just because it is Veda; but then 
one can equally claim that Paiicaratra is promulgated 
by Vasudeva just because it is Paficaratra, If the 
preterpersonal origin of the Veda is proved by the 
fact that there is no recollection of anauthor, then 
why not agree that Paficaritra is promulgated by 
Vasudeva just because there is recollection of his 
authorship? For thereexists a strong transmission of 
the recollection, extending to women and children, 
that Kegava is the author of the Paficaratra. So great 
a faith do people have in His authorship that they 
erect monuments according to the precepts of Pafica- 
ratra, donating elephants, horses and great wealth 
in various fees, 

In the Skanda Purana it is said that “Kapila is the 
promulgator of Samkhya, Keéava of Paricaratra.’ 
Likewise in the Mahabharata: “ Narayana Himself is 
the promulgator of the entire Paücaratra. This great 
Upanisada, consistent with the four Vedas, as well as 
with the doctrines of Samkhya and Yoga, called 
Paficaratra, which was revealed by Narayana’s tongue, 
has been taught to the sages by Narada as he had seen 
it and heard it in the abode of Brahma.” From these 
and thousands of other statements in the Puranas, 
which are supported by the rules of interpretation, the 
conclusion follows naturally that Paficaratra was indeed 
composed by Vasudeva Himself. On the other hand, 
some experts dispute that the Veda is eternal 
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Therefore, the real ground for the thesis that 
the validity of the doctrine of the Bhagavan and 
that of the Veda is above question is this that both are 
causes of defectless knowledge. Consequently, because 
both are cqually exemplary, they are optionally valid. 
It is with this view in mind that the wise Author of the 
Sütras has explained: vijñanādibhave vei tadapratisedhah. 

115. Osyection. However, granted that error 

is made inconceivable by the Bhagavan’s omniscience, 
yet, since He is also omnipotent, He can also have 
composed the Paficaratra in order to deceive. Now, 
when people, considering this possibility, are confused 
in their minds as to which view they should take, that 
this Sastra has becn promulgated to deceive them, or 
that it has keen stated according to the truth with 
complete attentiveness of mind, what way is there to 
resolve their dilemma? We should prefer to decide 
that since it militates against Scripture it results 
in disaster. 

REFUTATION. To this objection the Author replies 
vipratigedhit, i.e., on account of the contradiction of all 
Sruti, epic, purána and worldly experience. If, without 
anyreason, merely because the Bhagavan is omnipotent, 
the question is raised if He might bave intended to ruin 
His devotees, why, then one could also raise the 
question whether He would not hurl even the virtuous 
into hell by a whim of His omnipotence and con- 
sequently the whole world would fall into inactivity! 
Besides, we could also raise the question whether 
He did not wish to deceive people, because He is 
omnipotent, and thus created in the beginning the 
Vedas themselves with false meanings, which are also 


ROAMA PRAMAXSYAN 95 


suprasensible, took away from Brahmi? etc. also the 
power of recollecting that He was the creator of the 
Vedas, and from then onward set in motion the 
transmission of Vedic instruction until the present day: 
how can we be sure about it? 

Or the position can be taken that since there is no 

evidence that, while He is indeed omnipotent, He 
acted up to the full measure of His omnipotence, since 
there is no purpose for Him to deceive people because 
He is satisfied in all His desires, and since He is not 
in the least affected by defects of partiality and cruelty 
etc. because He abides with natural affection for all 
living beings; and since, if He had composed the 
Paficaratra in order to deceive, it would be impossible 
to demonstrate that the wise men who, upto now, 
learn its instructions and perform the contents of these 
instructions have forgotten the dcfects of its author, 
it must follow that such a suspicion does not arise; and 
if this view is taken, all this will equally apply to the 
Vedas as well. 

Therefore, what possible purpose could He who is 
satisfied in all His desires, who is omniscient and 
a treasury of compassion have in deceiving the poor 
people who have failed to understand the meaning 
(of the Veda)? Or how could the supreme sages 
everywhere praise the Tantra as being equal to the 
Upanisads, if it had been composed in order to deceive? 
For thus the saints declare in Varaha Purana, the 
Ramayana and the Bharata etc. that this Tantra is 
an equally esoteric doctrine as the Vedas; and we 
declare the same. “Through Veda, Pañcarātra, 
through devotion and sacrifice, O Brahmin, I can be 
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attained, and not in any other way, even in hundreds 
of lacs of years. Ifone among thousands will grasp 
the Paficaratra and, at the expiry ef hiskarman, will 
die my devotee, the Vedas and the Paücarátra will 
dwell in his heart forever? This supreme Paficaratra 
doctrine of mine, which is not difficult to grasp, that 
you shall reach to all the world by my grace, 
doubtless. The Yogins mediate upon the Eternal One 
with Puranas, Vedas and Paficaratras, and worship 
Him with the proper rites. Thus Samkhya and Yoga 
on the one hand, and Veda and Aranyaka on the 
other hand are one and the same; all togetherthey are 
the members that constitute Paficaratra, O excellent 
one. He who sees through Veda and Paficaratra sees 
truly; this great Upanisada, consistent with the four 
Vedas...’ Since the number of these and similar 
statements is infinite, we stop here. If you Still raise 
the question if there cannot be ruin in such a Tantra, 
then there can be no faith in anything. It is with this 
view in mind that the Author sets forth: vipratisedhat. 
Therefore, even if there were a conflict between 
the Bhagavin’s doctrine and the Veda, there still 
would be option between them; but we have already 
expounded that there is no conflict between them 
at all, 
116. Osyecrion. However, how can the venerable 
Author of the Bhasya” state that those parts which are 
in conflict are invalid: “If there be conflict, it is 
carefully eliminated.” 
REFUTATION. This statement means that those of 
frail minds, who are not strong enough to plunge into 
the deep ocean of rules of interpretation, must not be 
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disrespectful to the Veda. This is comparable to the 
venerable Jaimini’s exposition that the fruits of acts 
serve to increase people’s faith in the acts. 

117. The contention has been voiced that Pafica- 
ratra is invalid because “it is accepted by those who 
are outside the Veda."?** But why could one not 
equally well contend that the Vedas are invalid 
because they are accepted by those who are outside 
Paficaratra? 

Furthermore, what exactly does this mean, being 
“outside the Veda,” and what means “‘acceptcd by 
those who are outside the Veda?” Does “being outside 
the Veda” mean “being different from the Veda” or 
“doing what is forbidden by the Veda” or “being 
hostile to the Vedas ? ” 

Likewise we must inquire whether “accepted” 
means “learnt”? or “known” or “observed.” In all 
cases the ground proves to be defective, 

First of all, if ‘outside the Veda” means “different 
from the Veda,” and *accepted" means ‘learnt, 
then the ground proves to be occasional, since 
it equally applies to the Vedas themselves: the 
Vedic statements, which are valid, are “learnt” by 
members of the three estates, which themselves are 
“different from the Veda.” If you take “accepted” 
to mean "known," you do not get rid of the same 
defect. If the term “outside the Veda” means 

“different from the Veda,’ and “accepted” means 
“observed,” then there would likewise be an occasional 
application of the ground to the Vedas themselves. If 
outside the Veda" is taken to mean “performing for- 
bidden acts," the ground hasan occasional application 
to those statements of the Veda which enjoin expiatory 

13 
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ceremonies. For since statements en joining expiations, 
e.g. “One must sacrifice with the Azsmánda verses, 
whose content is to be ‘*learnt’’, “known” and 
“observed,” by those who perform forbidden acts, are 
authoritative, it would follow that the ground “because 
they are accepted by people outside the Veda" is 
occasional. 

Nor are the Paficarütra Tantras invalid because 
they are “accepted” by people hostile to the Veda, for 
the ground is unproved. Besides, acceptance by 
people hostile to the Veda does not by itself refute the 
validity of what is accepted. If it did, the Path of the 
Heretics would be unbarred; for they endeavour to 
uproot the validity of the Veda. Thus the naked 
Jainas could effortlessly render the Vedas untruthful 
simply by “accepting” the Vedas in some manner 
by way of deception. 

118. OnmjecrioN. A consideration of suck state- 
ments as “He should never use the Veda, except at 
a funerary offering,"** shows that the defect affects 
only the unqualified students, not the defectless Vedic 


statements themselves, 

RrpLy, Then the defect affects only the unquali- 
fied students in the case of the Tantras under discussion 
as well, and not the defectless Tantras themselves; 
so everything is the same, depending on what partisan 
view one takes. 

Or if it be held that **outside the Veda” means 
“unqualified to perform Vedic acts," and that Pafica- 
ratra is invalid, like the caityavandana statements, 
because it is accepted by those who, being unqualified, 
are autside the Veda, the following distinction must be 


AGAMA PRAMANYAM 99 


considered: is the ground here that the Tantras are 
accepted by people unqualified for all Vedic rites, or 
by people who are unqualified for some Vedic rites? 
"This point should be clarified. 
Now, the first alternative cannot be adopted, 
because the ground is not proved. For there is no 
human being who is not qualified for any srauta rite 
whatsoever, e.g. non-violence etc., because his human- 
ity as such provides his qualification. Otherwise 
candalas ctc. would do no wrong if they committed 
such crimes a brahmin-murder, theft of brahmin- 
wealth, miscegenation with caste-women, study of 
the Veda etc., simply because they were not qualified 
to observe these prohibitions. If a man does something 
he should not do, he commits an offence. It follows 
that everybody is qualified to these Vedic rites?» 
which shows that the ground is not proved and that the 
illustration falls short of the means of proof. 

Nor can the second alternative be adopted that 
the Tantras are invalid because they are accepted 
by people who are unqualified for certain Vedic rites, 
because that would entail the conclusion that all Vedic 
statements are invalid. For every man has some Vedic 
rites for which he is not qualified: the brahmin is not 
qualified for the Royal Consecration, the ksatriya 
not for the ritual drinking of soma. Consequently, this 
ground has anoccasional application to the Vedic statc- 
ments, which are accepted by qualified persons belong- 
ing to the three estates, and is therefore inconclusive, 
Asto the illustration, the view that heaven is attained 
by worshipping a caitya is not invalidated by its being 
accepted by heretics, but by the deficiency of its cause. 
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119. We have already said that Paficaratra 
has been accepted by the Vedic, and among all 
orthodox pre-eminent, sages Bhrgu, Bharadvaja, 
Dvaipayana etc. And in the present day we can also 
observe how exemplary persons of great learning, 
believing that these rites are most effective in attaining 
bliss, perform the rites of temple-building, erection of 
idols, prostration, circumambulation and particular 
festival ceremonies, just as they perform the agnihotra 
and other rituals enjoined directly by Scripture. And 
it is improper to maintain that their conduct has no 
foundation, for that would entail that such smirta 
rites as crepuscular worship, astaki etc., are similarly 
without foundation. It has been said that the conduct 
of exemplary people is authoritative,’ and also that 
even when they do not know the cause of their custom, 
they do know what is proper custom, 

120. If the ground for the invalidity of Pafica- 
rütra is that it is accepted by Bhàgavatas,?" well, then 
the scriptural statements of the Ekayana sakha and the 
Vajasaneyaka gakhis and the means of knowledge 
Perception, Inference etc., would also be invalid since 
the Bhagavatas accept those too! ‘This same ground, 
moreover, namely that Paíicarátra is invalid because 
it is accepted by the Bhigavatas, suffers from two 
defects; it is both specially-occasional and unproved.?* 
Why is Paücaratra rendered invalid by their accept- 
ance? Jf it is because they do not belong to the three 
estates, then the Atharvanic statements whose content 
is accepted and observed by rathakdras, nisddas and 
other groups which do not belong to the three estates 
(Statements like ““Therathakara must add fuel," “With 
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that he must sacrifice for the chief of the Nisadas,’’*? 
etc.) would also be invalid. 


Or, be it granted that the acceptance of certain 
rites by outcastes renders them invalid; yet, in view of 
the fact that the eminent brahminhood of these 
Bhagavatas who follow the doctrine of the Bhagavan 
is evident by all criteria of knowledge, their acceptance 
of Paficaratra rather confirms its validity. He says: 
By the same means of knowledge by which the 
brahminhood of one set of people is evident the 
brahminhood of another set of people is evident. 


121. Osyjection. But when one sees the small 
sons of the twice-born who wear the customary hairtuft, 
sacred thread, Palüfa wood stick and muijagrass girdle, 


one knows, the moment the eyes fall on them, that they 
are brahmins. 


REFUTATION. And in our case, when one sees 
learned people who day after day study the Vāja- 
saneyaka and Ekayana &akhas, wear prominently their 
sacred threads, upper garments and hairtufts, impart 
teaching, sacrifice, receive priestly stipends---does one 
not instantly know that they are brahmins? If it be 
held that outcastes, low-caste people ctc., may also 
illegitimately sacrifice, teach, carry palüía sticks ctc. 
and that they behave as though they were legitimate 
brahmins, and that therefore neither costume nor 
conduct provides positive certainty that a man is a 
brahmin, then the same applies to other priests than 
Bhigavatas. 

Or be it granted that there are cases where people 
iMegitimately display the marks of brahminhood ; still, 
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though there may be doubt about thc legitimacy of 
these marks in others because of theirresemblance to 
pretenders ( just as when there is a doubt that one may 
be mistaken about real silver too because one has 
mistaken nacre for silver), then there can be certainty 
of their being genuine brahmins in all cases when no 
misapprehension occurs, because otherwise doubt 
would conflict with Perception and lead to infinite 
regress. 

122. Or if it be held that the others are genuine 

brahmins because they recollect those gotras which are 

peculiar to brahmins, the same applies to the 

Bhagavatas; for the Bhagavatas have the tradition: 

“We are descendants of Bharadvaja, of KaSyapa, of 
Gotama, of Upagava." 

Nor is this recollection or tradition of gotras un- 
founded or merely contemporary, for the same can be 
argued for all tradition of gotras. If there were doubt 
about descent since error could conceivably occur, this 
would confuse the whole world about the authenticity 
of their brahminhood. After all, anyone’ may fear 
that he really is a candála if he suspects his mother of 
having had a lover; and how, my excellent opponent, 
can you be quite sure yourself that your birth entitled 
you to Veda-study? "Therefore if the brahminhood of 
Bhigavatas, which is completely established by the 
recollection of the various gotras which has been passed 
on in uninterrupted transmission, stands unchallenged, 
then there is no difference whatever in this between 
the erahminhood of Bhigavatas and of others. 

123. Further, ifsome who believe in the Supreme 
Person are monotheists and others who believe in 
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petty godlings are polytheists, is then the same 
authority stated for the brahminhood of the ones as 
well as of the others, or how else is their brahminhood 
known if not by that same authority? If this is the 
question, then listen: there remains a criterion to 
determine brahminhood in either case, either Pcrcep- 
tion, or Inference, or Circumstantial-Implication. 
124. OnjEecmow. But how can Perception con- 
vey that they are brahmins? For when we are close to 
two individuals whom we have not seen beforc, onca 
brahmin, the other a ksatriya, of the same age and the 
same appearance, we do not immediately observe the 
distinction that one is a brahmin and the other a 
ksatriya in the same way as we instantly observe the 
differentness of a goat, an elephant, a buffalo etc. Nor 
is it proper to maintain that the visual sense conveys 
the brahminhood of a nearby individual in dependence 
on our recollection of his father's brahminhood etc. ; 
for that recollection itself isimpossible without a previ- 
ous immediate cognition, just as the recollection of the 
son of asterile mother is impossible. Nor can we 
know from Inference that a man is a brahmin, for we 
do not find a concomitant mark. And such qualities 
as tranquillity, self-restraint, austerity, purity etc., 
cannot be taken as marks of brahminhood, because 
they are available only in the case of a good brahmin 
and because they are not exclusively confined to 
brahmins. Nor can Circumstantial-Implication furnish 
proof of brahminhood, because it is not lacking in 
season and the fact that the sentence-meaning of the 
statement, ‘In spring the brahmin must add fuel to 
the fire, is otherwise unestablished does not there- 
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fore by Circumstantial-Implication furnish proof that 
a man is a brahmin; for knowledge of that sentence- 
meaning presupposes knowledge of the word-meaning 


of brahminhood etc. 
125. RErvTATION. All this does not make for 
a defect in my argument. There is no invariable rule 
that Perception becomes manifest only at the first 
contact betwecn sense and object and not otherwise 
Perception is that which illumines the unmanifest while 
there is continuity of the operation of the senses. Thus 
there can be Perception of brahminhood; for when we 
keep our eyes open we note, immediately upon observ- 
ing the particular differentiae of the genus brahmin- 
hood, that the brahminhood is quite clearly noticeablc 
in those who belong to the families of the different 
gotras—Visistha, Kiz$yapiya Sathamarsana etc.—, 
who are pure in their conduct, and who display the 
sacred thread, upper cloth, hairtuft and muřja grass 
girdle. Nor does it run counter to ordinary experience 
that the eyes can convey brahminhood in dependence 
on the observation of the peculiarities of genus. In 
every case the sense becomes the cause of the rise of 
determination of sense-object when favoured by the 
accompanying circumstances of place, time, configura- 
tion etc. [t is the natural function of the sense-organ 
as such to relate itself to these accompanying circum. 
stances. As the author says: “No organ of knowledge, 
whether in Veda or in ordinary process, becomes effica- 
cious in determining the object that is to be realized 
through the accompanying circumstances unless it 
is favoured by these circumstances"? Consequently 
the visual sense, when favoured by the recollection 
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of genus, gives knowledge of brahminhood without the 
object giving up its perceptuality. Soit is evident that 
the visual sense can be the instrument of knowledge of 
genus in dependence on a variety of accompanying 
factors. Gold becomes manifest through its colour 
fromcopper etc., gheeis differentiated from oil, through 
its smell and taste; fire, which is hidden by ashes, is 
perceived through touching the ashes. Sound may 
provide us with proof that there is a horse in the 
distance; a pitcher etc. are known through their 
Configuration; brahminhood through descent, and 
also through conduct in certain particulars, which is 
completely protected by the king. 

It has been contended that when we see two 
individuals of the same age and appearance, the differ- 
ence between the two docs not immediately appear to 
thecye; but the perccptuality of their differcntness is 
not refuted by just this. In this case the non-percep- 
tion of their dilferentness is caused by the defect of 
similarity. The difference hetween nacre and silver, 
which are similar in appearance and configuration, 
may not be immediately visible, yet that does not mean 
that their difference is not visible at another time; and 
the same holds for the difference between brahmin, 
ksatriya and ४०६४१. 

Orelse, brahminhood is that which arises from 
the differentiae of genus, and such a product can 
empirically be known just like any other product by 
a process of positive and negative consideration, e.g- 
“what are the specific characteristics to which the 
elders apply the term brahminhood, or to which 


characteristics is the term applied?” It has been said 
n 
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often that it applies to those who possess recollection of 
gotra, Vedic ancestry etc.; let us not start discussing 
this question again, or we must repeat our old argu- 
Ment: it is established that the Bhigavatas are 
brahinins, because they possess gotra etc. 

126. The objection was made that the 
Bhagavatas are born from a vaisya vritya, on the 
authority of the two statements: “The fifth one, the 
Satvata, must worship the sanctuaries of Visnu by royal 
decree;’? and "he isalso called a Bhágavata; he is born 
from a vai$ya vrütya." To this we reply: precisely 
what do we learn from these two statements? Is there 
asimple connection of names, or must an invariable 
rule be stated ??5* 

It is impossible to make it a rule that the words 
Bhagavata and Satvata denote a vaidya vratya, for that 
is not known from the text, and it involves overexten- 
sion. In the statement, “the fifth one, Sátvata," we 
do not find a denial that the words Bhagavata and 
Satvata denote other meanings, for that would mean 
ignoring the explicit and inventing the unstated. In 
our statement the fifth one, who is born from an 
vaifya vrütya, is understood to bear the name of 
Satvata: “The fifth one, Satvata ...", since the word 
thith’ is the operative term as it is mentioned first. And 
if the fifth is the Satvata, the Satvata is not necessarily 
also be the fifth, namely the vai$ya vrátya. For when 
the stated subject (e.g. a mountain) is possessed of fire, 
the predicated fire does not necessarily possess smoke. 
Consequently the consideration if a smrti statement of 
this kind cannot give certainty that the words Satvata, 
Bhagavata etc mean vratya. 
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127. If it be argued that since these two words 
also may denote another caste (namely of the vaiSya 
vrátyas), then the mere fact that certain brahmins arc 
denoted by these words proves that these brahmins 
belong to that caste, even though they follow the 
doctrine of the Bbagavan, it would also follow that, 
since we find the collocated word @cdrya™ also used to 
denote the issue of alowly ९०४१०, therefore an eminent 
brahmin who is an dedrya imparting teaching of the 
Veda with its ancillae and its esoteric teachings is 
thereby denoted as being a vaiSya vratya! If, on the 
other hand, even though a true brahmin is denoted by 
the word acarya which denotes a vratya, there still can 
be no suspicion that he actually is a vratya, because 
there is positive certainty of his brahminhood which is 
clearly proved by other means of knowledge, and 
because it is pessible that the word dcdzya is used 
figuratively (ücárya as one who ‘accumulates’ 
Gcinoti the pupil’s knowledge) for a Brahmin teacher, 
then in our case, too, the same argument can be made, 
namely thus: even though they are denoted by the 
terms Satvata and Bhagavata, which denote another 

*- caste, yet there can rise no suspicion that they actually 
are vratyas, because the brahminhood of these 
followers of the Bhagavan’s doctrine is firmly known 
from the recollection of completely obvious clans, 
Vedic ancestry etc., and because it is possible that the 
terms Satvata and Bhágavata have a figurative denota- 
tion of sattoa-val?? and bhaga-vat. 

In other words, the fact that the same word de- 

notes both classes of people does not mean that there- 
fore both belong to one and the same caste, lest the 
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true brahmin be not made into a low-caste man 
because he is also denoted by the word äna. We 
find that the word hari?’ also means ‘frog.’ Does it 
follow that a lion is a frog because both are denoted 
by the same word? Then word itself would be horned, 
since ‘word’ is denoted by gauh !?» 


Consequently, just as the words sudhanvan, dedrya 
etc., which denote more than one meaning, are also 
used for someone born from a vaigya vritya, so also the 
words Bhigavata and Sitvata. 


128. The contention! that when the conven- 
tional meaning and the etymological meaning of a 
word collide, it is right to assume the conventional 
meaning of the term, in this case of the terms 
Bhagavata and Satvata, is not correct; for whena 
denotation is appropriate which is the composite of the 
denotations of the component clements of the words, 
then it is not right to assume a non-composite denota- 
tion. For he who theorizes that the words satrata and 
Ahágavata have their conventional meaning in denoting 
somcone born from a vaisya vrdtya, must also theorize 
that the words sattzavat and bhagaral, which are the 
stem and the taddhita suffix built on the stem,™® havea 
different meaning in a sentence like, ‘having observed 
the sitvata rules, a man becomes a Bhigavata because 
of the merits he lias won in a previous existence.’’5? 
This goes to prove the assumption that in this case the 
word may havea double meaning by etymology alone, 
because it is possible for it to be used in the sense of 
“issue of a vai$ya vritya.” And it is possible that 
those vrütyas too, despite the fact that they fail to 
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worship the Bhagavin directly, yet may be denoted by 
the words sáfvala and bhagavala, because of their work 
discipline of cleaning up Visudeva’s temple, clearing 
away the bali offerings, guarding the idol etc., for it is 
taught that the cap suffix may occur in the sense of a 
simple relation, “this is of that.”*°? And it is declared 
that the issue of a vai$ya vritya has the work discipline 
of cleaning the Bhagavan's temple cte., “and (the task) 
of the sátvatas is the cleaning of the deity's temple, 
the eating of the offerings, the guarding of the idol; 
and “he must worship Visnu's sanctuaries?64 
129. Herewith is also rejected the contention that 
the Bhagavatas are vratyas because they would have 
the same profession. Forit is one thing to clean the 
temple,clear away the dali offerings, guard the idol, and 
quite another thing to perform the varicty of actions 
that are daily observed by the Bhagavatas: the cleaning 
of the way to the idol, the preparation for worship, 
offering, daily study, and meditation. It is as it is in 
the case of the jyotistoma etc. In the jyotistoma, too, 
a carpenter has a task in making the various receptacles, 
soma-cups, soma.decanters, Jadles etc, while the 
officiating pricsts have their tasks in reciting various 
different mantra recitations, representing the deity, pres- 
sing of the soma etc. And this occupational similarity, 
limited as it is, does not raise the question whether the 
priests have the same caste as the carpenters! So here, 
too, there is a difference between those who perform the 
pafk«akálika'* ritual, which is established by the 
Bhagavan’s doctrine, and the low-caste people who do 
the cleaning-up of the temple and are also called 
temple-guards. 
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130. Further, the contention**5 that, if the words 
bhágavata and sátvata have their etymological meaning, 
this entails that the word ratkek@ra in the injunction 
“the rathakdra must build a 07९0720 denotes someone 
belonging to the three varnas on account of its 
etymology of chariot-making,'? is not correct. For in 
the case of rathakdra it is correct that the term refers to 
someone belonging to the three varztas, because other- 
wise the springtime etc., which are given in the state- 
ment on the origin of this fire-building, would be 
invalidated, and because usages of a word in the sense 
of different castes, which is given in the mantra 
*'saudhanyana rbhavah stiracaksasali*? would be invalid- 
ated. Despite the fact that rathakara is also a name 
for another caste—as learnt from the smrti “the 
rathakárais born out of a karini by a mahisya'?? (so 
that the rathaküra is born from an anuloma marriage 
of a ksatriya man and a vai$ya woman), nevertheless, 
since, on Sankha's evidence”? that the ralhakdra is not 
forbidden to perform rites of sacrificing, fire-building 
and initiation, there is no conflict of qualification for 
rites that can only be realized through knowledge of 
the Veda,? and since the word ratkakāra (in its 
etymological meaning) is inappropriate for members of 
thethree varnas because they are forbidden to follow 
an artisan’s profession, therefore we can only conclude 
that in both cases different castes are denoted by thc 

term, and so there is no conflict. 

Moreover, when knowledge of the thing mcant by 
a word is obtained from the denotation of the separate 
members that compose the word, then the Author of 
the Sütras rules out the validity of a denotation in 
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which the meanings of the component members are 
lost, namely in proksaniv arthasamyogàt.?* . 

Therefore, those eminent brahmins are called 
sàtvatas and bhagavatas who because of their pure 
character (sattva) devote themselves to the Bhagavan 
who is the Supreme Person. Later on we shall show 
that other smrtis set forth the eminent brahminhood of 
the Bhagavatas. 


131. The further objection,” namely why these 
people should invariably be denoted by the exclusive 
names of Satvata and Bhagavata, if their brahminhood 
were the same as that of others, can be answered thus: 
there is no defect in that, for it is as it is in the case of 
the names Parivrájaka and nigadu. Certain brahmins 
are called bhagavatas, just as certain brahmins are 
called parivrájakas, and certain yajuj formulae nigadas, 
though both are equally brahmins and equally ya juh 
formulae; namely in the statements: ‘The brahmins 
should remain, the parivrdjakas must be fetched "7s 
“the yajus formulae take place, not the nigedas; the 
nigadas take place, not the yajuh formulae;"?" and 
this is so because of the interpretation: ‘‘the nigadas 
are the fourth mantra collection, or the yaju/: formulae, 
because they are identical. 


132. The contention?? that the Bhigavatas arc 
bad brahmins because they perform pūjā to the God, 
partake of the offering substance etc. fora livelihood, 
is countered in the following manner: Surely not all 
Bhigavatas worship Hari for their profession, for many 
Sitvatas are found who perform püji for themselves. 
Ifthere are certain people who, while being Sitvatas, 
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follow a reprehensible profession and perform sacrifices 
for respectable Bhigavatas professionally, this fact 
alone does not mean that one may say that they are not 
brahmins. A vedic priest who officiates as an adhvaryu 
at a jyolistoma does not thereby lose caste. If the priest 
were not to receive fees, the püjà itself would remain 
fruitless; they take fees in order to realize completely 
the excellence of the ७७1, At the conclusion of the 
worship one must give gold to the priest according to 
capacity; otherwise the fruit will go to the püjà priest 
himself, as is shown by the smrti: “A sacrifice for 
which a small fee is given kills (the sacrificer).??? Jt 
is however prohibited that a covetous Vedic priest 
officiate as a priest after he himself has put up his 
demands for a fee, c.g. in the statement: (“There is an 
error called ‘garbage”’), When the sacrificer appoints 
as a officiant priest who covets the office, thinking 
either “He should give me (a fee)” or “He should 
choose me.” “This is as far from the sacrificer as 
garbage; this does not benefit the sacrificer.’ The 
donation of the sacerdotal fee which is purified by 
faith is felicitous for both, as according to the smrti, 
“He who receives the offering and he who denotes it 
both go to heaven"?! 
133. The statement??? that professional worship 
of the deity and living off the god’s treasurc makes a 
man a dcvalaka must be taken to refer to the profes 
sional worship of, and the living off the treasure of, 
other deitiesthan Vasudeva. Thus the blessed Vyasa: 
«A devalaka is he who lives on Rudra etc.’ And 
there is also Sandilya's word: ‘All those who perform 
sacrifices professionally and are also not consecrated 
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are the only ones who are traditionally known as 
karmad ^valakas in this world, O sage. One should not 
touch them or consort with them fora year." Like- 
wise: “Certain people who are karmadevalakas and 
kalpadevalakas are unqualified for ritual before the 
deity for a period of three years. Those brahmins 
who, without being consecrated, perform rites set forth 
in the Kalpa, either professionally or for the fame of 
it, arc kalpadevalakas. One must have piji offered by 
another professional priest who has been properly 
consecrated; one is unable to worship the god oneself. 
This is the principal offering ; in another manner it is 
secondary." ‘In another manner,’ that istosay, when 
it is done by a non-consecrated priest. This the author 
elucidates: “The rite performed professionally by 
'some priest who has not been properly consecrated is 
called of the lowest degree." By considering these and 
a hundred similar smrti statements we can be sure that 
living off the deity’s treasure and professional puja 
offering of brahmins who go without the sacrament of 
consecration as established by Paücáratra renders them 
sub-Brahmins and devalakas. 

134. As to the statement’ that the Bhagavatas 
cannot pass for exemplary persons because they make 
use of flower and food offerings, which practice is 
abhorred by exemplary persons, to this we say: what 
does the Srotriya” mean by left-over flowers and left- 
over food? When he takes it only as the flowers and 
the cakes,*** he is contradicted by all the world, for 
nobody approves of wasting flowers and cakes. Also, 
a particularized prohibition?’ is not in order, because 


it is not established. No notion of a particularized 
15 
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thing occurs when the particularization is not deter- 
mined; and here it is impossible to determine the 
particularization. 

Onjecriow. Why should it be impossible, since 
the particularization is that{it is forbidden to use food 
what has been offered up to the deity? 


REPLy. Are you now accepting the validity of 
Paficaratra? Foronly when one admitsthat there is a 
deity present in the idols that are erected with the 
sacred formulae en joined by Paficaratra Tantra can one 
postulatethat the particularization of the prohibitionlies 
in the offering-up tothe deity. For unless the validity 
of the Tantra is admitted, how can an idol which 
is set forth in the Tantra be a deity, and, a fortiori, 
how can the substance that is offered up for this deity’s 
sake be nírmálya and nivedya. Fora deity does not 
exist by just being a deity; only that deity which is 
known to be correlated with an oblation on the autho- 
rity of scriptural testimony is the deity to that oblation; 
that is your own doctrine. 

Or if it be held that something is nirmálya and 
nivedya because it is admitted by the Paricaratrikas that 
it is offered up to the deity, well, in that case you must 
also admit its purity because the Paficaratrikas accept 
also that the utilization of nirmdlya and nivedya is per- 
fectly pure. 

Or if you do not accept this peculiar excellence, 
since in your opinion the Paficarátrikas have accepted 


as pure something that is really impure,— well, in that 
case you must accept it that the substance which is 


offered up is not really: nirmalya and nivedya, since then 
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you opine that the Paficaratrikas have adopted some- 
one who is not really a deity by mistaking him for 
a deity! 

In other words, inasmuch as the offering up of 
mere flowers, cakes etc.**? is not approved, and because 
it is impossible to particularize the prohibition of 
utilizing these substances according to the terms of 
one's own doctrine, therefore the particularization 
must be determined in the terms of the others’, i.e. the 
Paficaratrikas’, doctrine; and thus the offering up 
becomes greatly purifying. And inasmuch as therefore 
the utilization of nirmalya and nivedya becomes most 
purifying, it must needs be accepted by those who 
admit the validity of the Paficaratra Tantra as well by 
others who do not. 

135. Osjectton. But how is it possible then 
that even one who admits the validity of Paficaratra 
should reject nevertheless the mirmálya and nivedya? 
For in the Tantras the tasting etc. of the nirmalya is 
prohibited. For instance, it is said in the Sanat- 
kumüriya Samhita: “The offering that is proffered (to 
the deity), flower or fruit, iscalled nirmalya; that must 
be avoided meticulously.” Similarly in another 
passage: “When one has eaten nirmdlya, or the food- 
rests of someone who is not one’s guru, one must 
observe a milk-vow for a month, continuously recite 
the eight-syllable formula, and drink the paricagavya, 

in order to be purified.” Likewise in the Indraratra: 
“One should not live off the Supremc God, nor eat the 
nirmálya offerings." Also: “And the nirmalya offerings 
are never fit for consumption." — Similarly in another 
Samhita: ‘One should not eat the nirmalya offerings, 
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nor smell them, nor step over them."—How then can 
one accept the purity of the utilization of the airmalya 
when we thus know from several Samhitàs that it is 
prohibited? 
Reruration. To this he says: Tbe utilization of 
a proffered substance which has been offered up to the 
deity is not condemned if it is done within a period of 
ten mádikás;?* Thus in the same Indrarátra: “The 
wise one must let the offering-cake stand for ten 
nüdikàs. This period of time has been prescribed both 
for night and for day. They condemn the nirmālya 
that has stood for more than this period of time; 
thereupon he must throw it in water, or in fire, or bury 
it in the ground." 
OnjecrioN. But what is said here is not to praise 
the tasting etc. of the nirmálya, but to prescribe that 
the substance of the cake püjà is thrown away after a 
period of ten nadikds. Inthe statement: “He must 
let the offering cake stand for over ten nadikds,” the 
injunction is laid down that when the proffered flowers, 
cake etc. in general have been taken off as nirmálya, 
because they have now fulfilled their ritual function, 
they must be kept by way of accessory püjá rite for a 
period of ten nadikas. And consequently even a study 
of the conclusions of your own Tantras shows that the 
touching etc. of the turmeric powder, the food offerings 
and the water used to clean thc idol’s feet is not 
established by Tantric doctrine. Now, where areyou? 


REFUTATION. Where are you, Joquacious debat- 
ers, witless fools who have been swallowed by your 
own tongue which plays around with a grain of 
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knowledge! Your objection looks black and white at 
once, like the moon with its spots. This prohibition 
applies only to fools like you, since all this is indeed to 
be observed by Vaisnavas who are qualified to do so, 
and thus it is capable of wiping off a multitude of sins 
in the same way as the drinking of somaat a Vedic 
sacrifice; for it is not to be touched by others, just as 
the purodasa cake is not to be touched by dogs! 
Thus in the Igvara Sarnhita, “It is difficult to find in 
this world a true votary of the lord, my son, and, 
among those who are, it is even more difficult to find 
a disposition which is truly pure enough for the foot- 
water, or to use the garlands etc. which have been 
mentioned in the doctrine. Therefore, O six-faced 
One, all this which is purified by the formulae and the 
glance of the Bhagavan is forbidden to those who lack 
this disposition and are not votaries.” And inanother 
passage: ‘The saffron, sandal, camphor and oils that 
have been taken off Visnu’s body are supremely puri- 
fying.” Likewise in the Padmodbhava: “He who 
wears the powder that is taken of Visnu’s body on his 
head obtains the fruit of a Horse Sacrifice and glories 
in Visnu’s heaven.” Similarly in the I§vara Samhita, 
“No blame should be put by statements arising from 
ignorance on all that is used, the perfume, flowers etc., 
(the water) of the idol’s bath etc., and the curds, milk 
etc. Those who condemn this divine purifying agent be- 
cause they consider it nirmálya, those witless detractors 
of its power will go to hell.” 
The above statements which to the consecrated 
prohibit the use of nirmálya at the time mentioned in 
the time instruction’ must be understood to mean a 
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time subsequent to that when the (offerings to) the 
chief of the Bhagavin’s retinue?’ is being used. Since 
the garlands, sandal etc. which arc offered up to the 
Bhagavan, later on, after the ViSvaksena offering, 
become unfit to eat, therefore the Satvatas use the 
nivedya etc. beforethat time. Consequently the use of 
the nirmalya is a cause of excellence for the Satvatas. 


136. Moreover, it is our postulation that the 
exemplary people hold the mirmálya of other gods in 
contempt; this is postulated like the drinking of soma 
(which is good) because it is Vedic (in contrast to the 
drinking of liquor which is evil). So I have said that 
those who do not accept the validity ofthe Bhagaván's 
doctrine are unable to determine what is nirmalya. 
When it is properly determined (namely according to 
the Bhagavans doctrine) the Bhagavin’s nírmálya proves 
to be extremely purifying, as is demonstrated by the 
statements of all Vedic teachers. In a matter for 
which the only means of knowledge is verbal testi- 
mony, it must be so as verbal testimony says that it is. 
Unless one is deaf, one cannot say that there is no 
verbal testimony concerning it. 


For instance it is said in the Brahma Purina: 
“The nivedya of Visnu is declared by the sages to bc 
pure and fit for consumption; onc who cats other 
nirmdlya and níredya must perform the cándriyara in 
expíation, The mdalya which is taken from the body of 
Visnu takes away evil and is holy, He who wears iton 
his head poesto supreme bliss" It follows that the 
smrti statement that a man who cats nírmálja and 
nivedya must perform the candráyaro*? should be taken 
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to bear upon the nirmalya of Rudra, Kaliete. Thusin 
the Mahabharata: “Meditating in one's heart upon 
Hari, one must offer food to Him with full attention, 
thereupon pick up this food again with the middle- 
finger and the thumb, and then sacrifice it bit by bit, 
saying: '""Pranaya svaha, Apanayasvaha, V yanaya svaha, 
Udanaya svaha, Saminaya svahi.” Likewise in another 
passage, '*what has been offered to the god must be 
given to a brahmacarin.!*9 Thus in the Mahabharata: 
“The saintly knowers of the Pañcarātra ate in his house 
that which had been left over by the Bhagavan, as a 
means to attain to bliss, as supreme nourishment.’?” 
And likewise the blessed Saunaka : “He himselfeats the 
nivedya.”’ He who condemns Visnu’s nivedya, whose 
purity is proved by hundreds of similar smrtis and 
which dispels the fear of rebirth, really ignores the 
statements of the smrti because of his heterodoxy and 
ought to have his tongue cut off 
137. OnjzcrioN. But how can the nivedya bea 
means for the fránágnihotra? The exemplary people do 
not approve of a means for homa etc. for which no 
building bricks are used. Nor can a substitution of 
another substance do duty as a homa, because he lives 
off food that has been obtained according to taste. Nor 
can a substitution of another consumption be made to 
replace the nivedya, for scripture enjoins upon the 
twiceborn a meal in the evening and a meal in the 
morning, as follows from the prohibition: “One 
should not take food in between.” 
REFUTATION. Thatisnodefect, sincethe multitude 
Of dcitics, like prana etc. are revealed to be parts 
of Visnu, in the same way as Vifvaksena, the chief 
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of Visnu’s retinue. For just as the flewers, cake etc., 
though proffered to the Bhagavan but actually given to 
Vi$vaksena shows that He is familiar under various 
guises, or just as at a sacrifice the soma juice that is left 
over by the kotar is pure to the adhvaryu, so it is also 
with the zirmálya.* 


Moreover, only scripture can be our criterion for 
what is to be eaten and what js not to be eaten. When 
it says that something is fit to be eaten, what injunc- 
tion are we to invent ourselves? Just asthe same rule 
governs both the periodical and the desiderative agni- 
hotra, so the same rule governing the eating of the 
nivedya applies also to the prandgnihotra. 


138. Astotheremark??? that from the observance 
of different sacraments, from conception ceremeny to 
cremation, it follows that the Bhagavatas are not 
brahmins, here again ignorance is to blame. It is not 
your Honour’s fault that the Bhagavatas, who have the 
Vàjasaneyafákfid in the transmission of their family 
line, observe the sacraments of conception ceremony 
etc. according to the manner laid down by the grhya- 
sutras of Batyayanaetc. Those who perform the forty 
sacraments which are enjoined by the Ekayana scrip- 
ture while giving up the dharmas of the Veda, from 
the recitation of the gàyatsz onward, they properly 
follow the rules laid down by the grhyasütras of their 
own $4khà and do not abdicate their brahminhood 
because they fail to follow the rites of a different 
sakha; since otherwise it would follow that other 
brahmins too would forfeit their brahminhood because 

they fail to perform the rites enjoined by other 
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people's fakha. For everywhere among brahmins we 
find customs that differ according to birth, c3rana, 
gotra, qualification ctc. Even though one ritual is 
understood for all ६80558, still all the various dharmas 
relating to mutually different qualified performers do 
not all together accumulate in anyone place. And the 
Aspirants who arc distinct from those brahmins who 
are qualified for rites of the aindragneya etc, which 
are means leading to the enjoyment of rewards 
like heaven etc., as enjoined by the three Vedas, and 
who themelves are qualified for the rites of the 
Ekayana, rites which alone are the means of attaining 
to the Bhagavan, viz. knowledge, cleansing the way to 
the Lord, preparation of worship and oblation, as 
enjoined by the Ekayana scripture, are brahmins too. 
It follows that the non-observance of certain rites en- 
joined by different &4khis does not mean that either 
one forfeits his brahminhood—that the Ekayana śākhā 
is preterpersonal scripture has been enlarged upon in 
the Treatise on the Validity of Kasmira Agama,” and is 
therefore here not further discussed. But since it is 
quite obvious that the Bhagavatas, which we are dis- 
cussing here, are connected with the dharmasof the 
three Vedas, like the sivitri recitation, there is no 
Possible support for the suspicion that they are really 
vratyas because they would have abandoned these 
Vedic dharmas. 
139. May Nathamunis be victorious, he to 
whom the Three Principles are immediately evident by 
virtue of his own miraculous power, he by whose pupils 


the arrogance of the rivals of the Sátvata Doctrine is 
terminated after their own view was rent to pieces by 


122 AGAMA PRAMANYAM 


variously apposite arguments, he whose spirit is for 
ever the abode of the feet of Mukunda, 

May, for the length of this Aeon, play on the 
pious, enchanting and irreproachable sayings of the 
extensive collection of prose and verse compositions 
which eclipse the cleverness of the befuddled, conceited 
and witless assembly of the evil crowd of the rivals 
of the Satvata doctrine, whose spirit has bcen increased 
by the glorious Nathamunindra, and by which all 
the unholy powers are cleansed. 
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NOTES 


To Yamuna, God's omniscience consists in this unlimited 
percipience, so that, as he will argue below (8 109), the 


validity of Pancardtra does not rest only on Scripture, 
but also on Perception. 


In the pūrvapakşa the principal opponents introduced arc 
what one may already call smirta brahmins, and among 
them especially the orthodox followers of Mimámsi. No 
Vedinta opposition will be discussed. 


fabda, and its synonyms, have been translated variously 
as Verbal Testimony, Verbal Evidence in general, or 
Scripture in particular, depending on the context, 


pramana has generally been rendered with “means of 
knowledge," sometimes with ‘‘critcrion.” 


jagati or loke: “in the world of experience, in common 
experience.” 


Punctuate after iti which closes the question introduced 
in prsto vyacastam; abhi-ni-vif ® to stick to a partisan view 
(in the teeth of contrary evidence)." I take bala iva as 
sandhi for bale iva, the meaning being that the objector 
takes the view that something limited (the boy) is really 
unlimited (mature adult). 


siddhasádhana, one of the defects of an argumentation by 
which proof is sought of that which is already proved or 
established. Space (dkdía) is, by definition, unlimited 
and cannot illustrate the thesis that something finite can 
be infinite. 


sibhu in the sense of ** omnipresent, infinite.’ 


namely, the Paficaratra postulation that such tantric 
ceremonies as consecration (diksd), etc. are means leading 
to the summum bonum, 


In the standard inference: the mountain has fire, because 
it has smoke, as in the case of the kitchen. 


123 A 


124 
11. 


12. 


13, 


M. 


15. 
16. 


17. 


18, 


19. 
20. 
21 


ROANA PRAMANYAM 


Yamuna throughout treats Sitvata and Bhigavata as 
synonymous. 

Paurustya and apauruseya; the latter has in the sequel been 
rendered with ‘‘preterpersonal.'' Person here does not 
mean only “human person" but ‘any being endowed 
with personal features, including God.” 

“Eternal Scripture" (dgama) is preter-persona) scripture, 
since any verbal statement originating from a person is 
cotemporal with that person, and the PürvapaAsin does not 
admit the existence of an cternal personal deity, 
arthapatti, throughout translated ""circumstantial-impli- 
cation", Jt isa kind of inference by which is established 
something that must be established, yet is not established 
by another means of knowledge; for example: **Deva- 
datta, who is well-fed, does not eat by day: since he 
cannot be well-fed without eating at all, it is deduced, by 
circumstantial implication, that he eats by night, 

namely, the relation of being a means to a certain end, 
KMS 1.3.2 api od Kartrsámányat. pramánam anumánam syát 
“smrti is authoritative, because both smpli and Veda have 
the same agent performing its mandates," 

The morning and evening oblations, the Newand Full 
Moon oblations, and the soma sacrifice, examples respect- 
ively of nitya (daily recurring), naimiilika (occasional) 
and kamya (desiderative) rites. 

astakd is the name of the 8th day after Full Moon in the 
winter and fifira months, on which an oblation is per- 
formed for the deceased (Manu 4.119; 150). 

the crepuscular observances. 

the point is taken up in detail infra 55 119 ff. 

respectively yoga, whereby the component parts of the 
word are given their own meaning; aad righ, the total 
meaning of a word that has become conventional and 
does not necessarily correspond to the meanings of its 
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component parts. Rathakdra means by yoga “chariot 
maker, cartwright," by tidhi a caste which is not at all 
characterized by this profession. 

adh yayanasiddhabuddhysigatvabhaagenapi. Such a "'connota- 
tion’ is, for example, that the rathakdra in the literal sense 
of cartwright is disqualificd for Vedic ritual, because a 
cartwright is a fidra; on this point scc infra, 

upanayana, which is the first step to his acquisition of 
Vedic knowledge. 

Manu 10.23, 

the term "by royal decree" shows that it is a caste profes. 
sion, Quotation not identified 

not found in Aufanasasmrti {AAS 48). 

unidentified. 

unidentified. 

Manu 10.40. 

This point is detailed upon infra $$ 13$ fr 

unidentified. 

unidentified. 

not in Devalasmiti. 

unidentified. 

not in Atrismpti; Aviluka is unknown to mc, kalpa- 
devalaka can be explained a: a professional kalpa priest, 
kalpa either in the sense of ("unorthodox) ritual," or 
‘attrological mansion’; gagabhocgadevalaka is likewise 


obscure, but probably refersto unorthodox priest engaged 
in gapa worship. 
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namely, diksa. 


namely, the four Vedas, six Vedisigas, the Puranas, 
Mimàmss5, Nyàya and DharmaSistra, 


BrS, 2.2.42. 


A Naiyayika. Traditionally, Nyiya docs not accept the 
Mimims3 view that the Vedas have not originated frem 
a person, 

The argument is thus; The Veda is of personal origin, 
because it is language; language is invariably found to 
originate from persons. The Naiyàyika compares the 
Mimaysaka’s view in the terms of this argument with the 
standard inference: the mountain has fire, because it has 
smoke. 

avatára ‘descent, emergence,” The meaning isas follows: 
Dharma is by definition that action which leads to a 
certain end by suprasensible law. Since the process (the 
means-end relation) is suprasensible, there can be no 
other authority for it than Scriptural authority. 


This envisages the world as the sum total of the fruits 
(phala) brought about by observance or non-observance 
of dharma, which is thus instrumental to world creation. 


cf. Udayana, Kusumifijali¢.t. 

Since they are products, thcy have bccn produced by a 
person (God) who knew the means by which to producc 
them (dharma and adharma). 

This is the Mimamsa view which holds thatthe dharma 
and adharma as instruments in creation are always the 
dharma and adharma of a particular intelligent being 
whose body is itself the product of dharma and adkarma 
and can therefore never, however intelligent he may be, 
control them. The Mimimsaka admits that the universe, 
being made up of parts, is subject to origination and 
destruction, but never at one time, since all entities 
Presuppose former acts that have brought them about. 
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The law of dharma and adharma necessarily operates 
eternally. No agency is possible which can intervene in 
this eternal operation fromactto act, by either beginning 
or ending the universe, On this cf, Prakaragapaficika, 
p. 137 fF. for the Prabhikara view, and Slokavarttika, 
Sambandhiksepaparihira 47-116 for the Bhifta view. 


lit. “that which is unprecedented, not known before, sc. 
by other means of knowledge ;" in Mimirnsi it describes 
especially that suprasensible power inherent in the act 
which makes it produce its result. 


The argument is that one cannot know that the act will 
indeed produce an effect until this effect has materialized ; 
thus the act's power—apirva—cannot be known before- 
hand as the instrument of cffectuation. By the 
Naiyiyika's definition only one who knows what instru- 
ments are effective in production can actually produce. 
unidentified. 

mantra and arthavüda: the terms indicate that the 
Naiyiyika continues to address the Mimirhsaka, for these 
ofcourseare Mimimsi terms, mantra being the Vedic 
formula used at the ritual, arthaváda the descriptive, non- 
injunctive passages of Bráhmana and later Vedic texts. 
RV. 10. 90. 14. 


Yamuna concurs in the Mimamsaka’s refutation of the 
Naiy&yika's views, to the extent that he too rejects that 
the existence of God canbe proved by reason; but he 
will counter the Mimimsi assertion that God cannot be 
proved at all, that in fact there is neither room nor pur- 
pose for a God in the universe. For Yamuna, God has all 
the characteristics He has for the Naiyayika, but he 
proves them from Scripture, not reason. 

That which makes the Veda authoritative, i.c., ameans of 
valid knowledge, is just this that it communicates 

knowledge of apirva facts, e.g,, that a soma sacrifice is a 

means of attaining heaven, i.e., generally matters pertain- 

ing to dharma. 
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the individual soul. 
supra note. 


Since the apiirva power is suprasensible, it can never be 
perceived, and the assumption of a God who ‘supervises’ 
and controls this power because he perceives it is absurd. 


read na labhyate ‘oirodhe’ pi; the meaning is this: when 
a certain fact (thectcernality of pots) cannot be proved by 
a ground (recollection) because this ground contains a 
contradiction (it is recollected that pots having existed 
cease to exist), this does not prove that the same ground 
(recollection) cannot prove the eternality of earth, 
mountains, etc., when there is no contradiction contained 
in it (nobody has recollection of a vanishing mountain). 


adhikaranasiddhántia is a conclusion which, as soon as one 
thing is established (e.g., that there is a world creator), 
establishes another topic discussed (e.g., omnisciente). 
On this question, cf. Tarkabhiga 43. 

It is the contention of Mimimsi that words and their 
capacity of conveying meaning are eternal. 

Sequence, of course, supposes priority and posteriority of 
the entities in sequence, while cternals are co-eternal. 
kramavantarajati; the difference resides in the createdness 
of the Pafcaratra and the uncreatedness of the Veda, 
which introduces a difference of degree between the word 
sequences of both corpora of verbal statements, 

This is Yàmuna's objection, which states the extent to 
which he concurs in the preceding Mimámsa argument 
against Nyàya. 

This starts the discussion of the Pràbhákara theory on the 
limitations of the validity of verbal statements, First 
general Mimāmsā views on the subject are discussed. 

The validity of sabda lies in its communicating contents 
that cannot bc known through other mcans of knowledge. 
What I translate as ‘facts’ are more literally “established 
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entities,” established, that is, by other means of 
knowledge than ¢abda, A scriptural statement of the 
kind “grass is green" is not strictly valid in the sense 
that, in order to know that grass is green, we need a 
scriptural statement to that effect. Another proving 
factor, e.g., the means of knowledge Perception, may turn 
up conceivably and thus make the scriptural statement 
superfluous; or we may find that grass is not invariably 
green, but changes its colour, which would reverse the 
scriptural statement. Scriptural validity, i.e., Scripture's 
being a means of knowledge, is to the Prabhikara 
Mimimsaka, its being the sole means of knowing a parti- 
cular thing. To the Prabhakara this validity is ideal in 
the case of injunctions concerning actions which, supra- 
sensibly, lead to a certain desired end. 


The injunction concerning the odana oblation includes an 
injunction concerning the preparation of the odana and 
the fetchingof firewood for the cooking. Since experience 
shows that for a cooking fire onc needs firewood, this 
karya is not strictly known on scriptural authority. 


This objection ignores the priorities among pramipas, or 
means of knowledge; for the Prabhakara, Perception, etc, 
are prior to, take precedence of, Scripture in case of 
perceptible, etc. contents. Generally Perception is prior 
to Inference. ‘To Yamuna, therefore, no priority of 
Perception to Scripture is given, which is expected since 
in his view Scripture may also be an account of (God’s) 
Perception, as in the case of Paficaratra. 


This sums up the conclusion of the refutations of both 
the Naiyayika’s and Mimamsaka’s views: the defects 
consequent upon the Nyaya proofs of God are avoided on 
the basis of scriptural examination, since Scripture can 
indced validly pronounce on God. 


The Prabhakaras, who are notorious for the gaurava 
‘complicatedness’ of their argumentations. 
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“Denotation, denoting power, denotativeness" in the 
following Pribhikara discussions have to be understood 
as the power of verbal statements to provide unprece- 
dented and non-superfluous knowledge concerning their 
contents, In the Prabhakara view, a verbal statement by 
itself is denotative only in injunctive forms, while 
substantive statements have denotation either through 
contextual connection with injunctive statements, or 
(but this is not strictly “truc” denotation) through repet- 
ition of otherwise knowable facts. This view, which has 
obviously been developed for scriptural statements in the 
first place, is thereupon extended to ordinary language as 
well, and is thus expressed in the following theory about 
learning language which is here understood. A child 
learns what certaín sentences *mean' by observing the 
action which his elders take upon hearing these sentences, 
When he knows no language meaning (oyutpatti), he may 
acquire knowledge by first hearing onc adult tell another 
to “get the cow," and subsequently observing that the 
other is getting the cow: by associating the two events 
he knows that an order to get the cow was the content of 
the fiest adult's statement “get the cow." A remark 
without consequent action (c.g., '* It is hot today,") can- 
not convey any such knowledge to onc who does not know 
language. The process of the child knowing the sentence 
meaning is here described as arthapatti “reasoning by 
circumstantial implication; since there is no other 
ground for the second man’s getting the cow, it must 

have been the first man’s statement, 

Thus Salikanatha, Prakaranapahcika, p.182: niyojyah 
sarvakarye yal: svakiyatvena budhyate. 

That is to say that the denotativeness of the words 
composing the statement is dependent upon the injunctive 
denotation of the statement as a whole. 

The liradi verbal terminations of Sanskrit to which in 
English correspond verbs compounded with auxiliaries 
like “should, must, to be to, ought to.” 
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For example, a sentence: ‘ He desires to go to heaven," 
which has the verb in the indicative, followed by a state- 
ment ‘the should sacrifice with a soma sacrifice," where 
the verb is injunctive, is truly denotative in spite of its 
indicative form, since it is obviously subordinated to the 
injunctive sentence, to which it describes the performers 
qualification: only one who desires to go to heaven has 
title to, js qualificd for, the performance of a soma 
sacrifice. 


This is an example like “it is hot today ;" the young 


father’s happy countenance is not considered an action, 
E.g., the sentence ‘he who desires to go to heaven offers 
the soma sacrifice," is an injunctive statement in indicat- 


ive form. 


This is the Prabhakara view of the denotativeness of 
single words, summarized in the formula anvitabhidhdna, 
which is short for karydnvitabhidhdna “denotation of words 
syntactically connected in an injunctive sentence." 


This point will be taken up and eonfirmcd infra § G4. 


E.g., a statement “there are fruits on the river bank” 
does not by itself, self-sufficiently, create in the hearer 
the knowledge that there are fruits on the river bank; 
the means of knowledge here really is inference, since the 
hearer must infer that the speaker knows what he is 
talking about, that he knows that fruit means ‘fruit’, 
river bank ‘river bank,’ etc. 


This is again the Prabhakara view. The 018113 view is 
somewhat different; according to the latter the upanigads 
are arthacadas (subsidiary substantive statements laudatory 
of elements of injunctions) to the eternality of the 
performer’s personality (dtman), which eternality is pre- 
supposed by the efficacy of the injunction: e.g., the 
injunction “he who desires heaven must offer with the 
soma sacrifice" supposes the immortality of the 
performer. - 
17 
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Ch Up. 1.5.1. 

In this the Prabhakara concurs with the Bhitta. In junc- 
tions without time of fruition specified are not guaranteed 
to bring about the desired effect during the present 
lifetime of the performer. 

I read ata evárthavádánám. 

On this point see KMS 1.2.1. with Sabara’s bhásya. 

On the Bhitta view of omniscience, cf. Kumirila, Samb. 
47-59; 114-116. 

Le, the appropriateness or propriety of a word in 
collocation with other words; in the sentence “his 
mother is barren,” ‘barren’ is obviously inappropriate. 
The identification is considered an arthavdda, i.c., lauda» 
tory of the sacrificial pole 

The relation between God and the texts has to bz proved. 
I read jadi ca for api ca. 

unidentified, 

RV. 10.90 14 


Mahanar Up 11.12. 
Kath Up. 3.9. 

Svet Up, 6.9. 

Vigou Pur. 1.1.31. 

Not in Manusmrti ; reference perhaps to Manu 1.9 —10? 
I read tatha pi. 

Mund Up. 1.1.9. 

Svet Up. 6.7. 

unidentified, 

supra 812. 

supra $1l. 

Kumirila, Slokavarttika 2.114. 
BA Up. 4.5.14. 


18. 
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Ch Up. 6.11.3. 

ChUp. 6.2.1. 

Ch Up. 6.2.3. 

Taitt Up. 3.1.1. 

The whole sentence includes fena jivanti, on which the 
present exegesis of bhüta is based. 

Bh G. 18.61. 


namely, that they are born ( játáni) and dic ( prayanti). 
Svet Up. 4.5. 

Bh G. 13.19. 

Kath Up. 2.18. 

Kath Up. 2.17. 

sc. of knowledge. 

here used as synonymous with Pasupata. 

Tread ritjà. 


pratijiarthak, the object or content of the pratij#a, which 
is the first step of the five-membered syllogism, e.g., ‘‘the 
mountain has fire” ( parvatasyd gnimattvam). It docs not 
therefore coincide with the Subject. In:the proposition 
both S and P must be siddha, established as existing 
somewhere ; a non-thing likc a harc's horncan be neither 
S nor P. 


this **non-apprehension of what should be there ( yogánupa- 
lambáa) is the criterion by which we know the absence of 
a thing. Here it is the absence of truth in Paficaratra 
that needs be proved by yoganupalambha, if the objector’s 
contention that Paficaratra is invalid-through-reversion 
be correct. 


I have difficulty in understanding the argument unless 
lassume an illogicality. By stating as his ground “since 
in agama we have its meaning exactly conveyed as it is” 
the objector not only agrees with thc preceding argu- 
mentation that on inferential grounds Pafcarátra is not 
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invalid, but even goes so far as accepting that it is valid 
in other words, confuse non-invalidity with validity. 
Then, because of this validity (svdrihasya tathátváva- 
bodhandt), there arises a conflict with a deviating state- 
ment of the Veda which has its own validity; since only 
one can be true, it follows that when Paficarátra is true 
by inference, itis untrue by Veda. But I don't see how 
the objector can reasonably infer the validity of Pafica- 
rátra, since its meaning or content is admittedly 
suprasensible. Yamuna himself has not argued that 
Inference proves the validity, but tliat Inference cannot 
disprove the correctness of the thesis. 


a hetvantaram constitutes on the part of thedebator a con- 
fession of importance since the ground which he gave 
does not hold and he has to produce a different ground, 
By the rules of debate this means a defeat.- 

infra 58 76 f. 

"The founder df the school of logic. 

The Vedic injunction na hirnsyãt sarvabfaitáni **one should 
not injure any being" raises thequestion of the validity 
of injunctions which do require injury to beinps. But 
this is a secondary question which does not affect the 
validity of the Veda as a whole. Similarly, the thesis 
“ Paficaratra is valid” is not disproved by the possible 
mention in the valid Veda of something that conflicts 
with something in Paficaratra. So far the argument is 
not for validity but against invalidity. 

Since pots are knowable, the ground would also apply to 
Prove the eternality of pots and all things that are 
knowable. 

Since only earth (as an element) possesses smell, this 
ground has no general applicability. 


Like the ground ** because it is knowablc"* which applics 
to things regardless of whether they are eternal or not. 
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Obviously, if the ground were not known, it could not be 
stated, 
This objection seems to speak to the summary denial that 
the ground is unestablished through reversion. 
Be it repeated that the validity, authoritativeness, etc. of 
Verbal Statements (i.e , fabdaprdmanya) is founded on the 
basic assumption that statements truly and accurately 
communicate their things-meant (artha), that a word 
accurately conveys its meaning. Among these things- 
meant Yamuna includes facts as well as karyas, hence the 
following debate with the Prabhakara, 
supra $37. 
Yamuna here takes up the Prabhikara’s theory that a 
child learns the meaning of language through the action 
his elders take on hearing a statement, so that the 
denotativeness of language is defined by its injunctive- 
ness. He uses the Prabhakara’s example of the factual 
statement: “A child is born to you.” A child who does 
not know language has no way of understanding the 
meaning of this statement because the young father’s 
happiness conveys nothing specific But, asks Yamuna, 
suppose the same child has witnessed his father reception 
of the cheering news and the subsequent preparations for 
a birth ceremony. Since one follows immediately upon 
the other, the child associates one with the other and can 
thus understand the meaning of the statement, though the 
staternent itself was noinjunction, but a communication 
of an established fact, 
Then, one may suppose, the child would not so readily 
associate the birth ceremony with the previous com- 
mueniation. 
supra $36. 
The things-meant or denoted by the word. 
Yamuna's argument is that thc injunctive, etc, termina- 
tions of the verb denote the injunction as their thing- 
meant (padartha); but what makes this injunction 
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‘meaningful’ is not that it isan injunction, but that it is 
connected with someone who is qualified (० accept the 
injunction, e.g., in the injunction svargekdmo yajeta. The 
injunctive yaja has no meaning or purpose unless there 
is a “desire for heaven;" the meaning of the injunction 
thus is connected with the consequence of this desire of 
heaven, namely, that somebody who has this desire is 
Prepared to do something about it. 


ardhajarati is a half-eld woman; the ardhajaraliyanydya is 
used to indicate that the opponent wants to have it both 
ways and that consequently his argument, like a half-old 
and half-young woman, is useless either way. 


Misra’s text here has yady afi pracrttyanupapattisamadh- 
gamaniyaiva fabdafaktis ‘the denoting power of language 
is to be known only through the impossibility of 
operation," which makesno sense. The reading must be 
corrupt, in anupapatti we may find a corruption of 
wuipatti, in prarrtti perhaps a corruption of katyarthe or 
karyartha—. I read conjecturally kiryirthe vyutpatti- 
samadhi gamaniyaiva, which gives the required sense. 


This holds for those statements which are not verifiable 
by other means of knowledge, for if they are verifiable, 
they are no incans of knowledge in their own right. 


read na hi kriyakarye gyut panna sthayi kdryam, 

sthdyi; the Prabhikara view is that the Karya has a lasting 
efficacy beyond the inevitably transient action it involves; 
for the कट must remain in order to effect the fruit of 
the action at any time after the completion of the action, 


Yamuna objects that we cannot have two altogether 
differene denoting powers in langauge, one to convey a 
transitory thing, another to convey a non-transitory 
thing. The only possible explanation is that of lakand 
^ which remains related to the mutAyd 


“ figurative usage,’ 
rti: “principal usage’? But he will deny the entire 


construction (67). 
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This is the Pribhikara view, which holds that in the 
injunction niyoga scargakdmo yajeta the sádhya (object to 
be realized) is not sarga, but the entire niyoga (cf. 
Prakaranapafcika, p. 190), so that thc statement of the 
injunction would become the means (sddhana) to realize 
that sddhya, sc. the injunction. 


Cf. Prakaranapancikà p. 182. 
Nothing can become a fact (siddha) as long as it is still to 
be made a fact (sddhya) by a ‘factualizing’ means 


(sádhana); thus as long as it is related with such a means 
it cannot be a fact. 


This is the principle of «kardkyatd: a statement can 
contain only one in junction, otherwise there is odkyabheda: 
what should be one sentence is split up into two. 


Quotations not identified; but for the argument, sec 
Prakarapapafücikà, p 183 f 


No specific fruits are attached to nitya rites. 
màhátmya, which corresponds to pradhanya, pradhanata 
BA Up. 5.6.1. 

Not to be found in the major Upanisads. 
supra $35. 

supra 642. 

read ity asat for iti yal. 

Svet Up. 3.19. 

Svet Up. 6.8. 

cf supra note. 

supra note 86. 

supra 836. 


This must refer to the Sruti sa yo Aa vai tat param veda 
‘brahma veda brahma bhavati (quoted Rsmanuja, Vedartha- 
sarngraha, 91), which IH have been unable to locate. 


Taitt Up. 2.1.1. brahmarid apnoti param. 
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This must refer to Taitt Up. 2.1.1 so'fnute sarodn káman 
saka brakmand vipascita, but sa samagak is obscure, unless 
one may regard it as a corruption of ez afcita. 

Partial quotations from Taitt Up. 2.1.1, Mund Up. and 
an unidentified source. 

Nrsimhapürvatapani Up. 2.4 (which reads purastad for 
parastád) and Svet Up. 3.9. 

not identified. 

not identified. 

Could this refer to Varaha Purana? Of. infra. 

Visnu Pur., 1.1.31. 

Not in Manusmrti. 

A little known Vedic branch (if it was a Vedictradition), 
from which certain Vaisnava sects derive their authority; 
cf. infra 6138. 

"These quotations could not be identified. 

BA Up 4.1.5. 

Visnu Pur. 6.4.40. 

cf. Varaha Pur., 72.4, which reads padyate in b. 

cf. Varaha Pur. 7026 na tasmat parato devo bhavita na 
bhavisyati. It 1s clear from several quotations from this 
Puratia that Yamuna’s text had different readings, not all 
of them better. 

Matsya Pur. 290.15. 

The Linga, Vayuand Bhavisyat quotations could not be 
verified. 

Title of one of Yamuna’s treatises. 

read sa Ài saka jasamosdanasaksatkrsadiksarddhonadidharmoh, 
External signs worn by Saiva scctarians. 

Svet Up. 3.8. 

“The Doctrine of the Five Chapters." 

The highest material evolute; the éloka is out of order, 
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The text reads güdhàzáramukha smasánabhatitázatánah parelh, 
which is a corruption; I read, wholly conjecturally 
güdhacabhasmasnanafa yanadikriyaparah. 

The text reads yogo dhiranam utyate Aydi dhiy&m omkara- 
fircam tatha, and seems out of order. The sense is clear 
however. 

corresponds to Varaha Purana, 70.36 toamca rudra mahà- 
bàho mohafastrani kdrayal alpasasam darfayitod mahasatu 
mahefvarah. 


cf. Varaha Pur., 70.41, which in cd reads nayasiddhdnta- 
sam jüabhir ma yà fástram tu darfitam. 


cf. Varsha Pur., 70.38, which reads in cd fastresoabhirato 
loko bihulyena bhaved atah. 
nearest is Varaha Pur., 70.42, tadà pdsupatam fastram jayate 
vedasanjiitam. 
cf. Variha Pur., 70.21, yad vedabáhyam karma syacchastram 
uddifja seozate | tad raudram iti cikk yatam tan nestam gaditam 
npnàüm. 
cf. Varaha Pur., 70.40, mim visnor pyatiriktam ye brahmariat 
ca dvijottama | bhajante pápakarmánas te yanti narakam narah, 
not identified. 
read yesam for esam. 
not identified. 
supra $52. 
Taitt Up. 2.8.1. 
supra $12. 
Aitareya Br. 
Manusmrti, 4.124. 
Mahabbàrata 3.265 f. 
supra $17 
supra 617 
agnavaisnava, name of a sacrificial cake offered at the 
dikganiyesti, 
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supra $17. 

The author of the Brahmasütras is identified with Vyasa- 
Dvaipayana, composer of the Mahābhārata 
Mahabharata, 12 340 (129.76) ff. 

Mahabharata, 6.66 (3012). 

Mahābhārata not identified. 

Mahābhārata not identificd. 

BrS , 2.2.42. 

‘Divisions’ of the Supreme God as Vasudeva, Samkarsanpa, 
Pradyumna and Aniruddha. 

tanmátras here in the sense of the **higher evolutes.”” 
toyena jivàn visasarja bhiimyam, MahanarUp., 1.4. 

BrS, 2.3.16 (17). Translation: “A word descriptive of 
moving or unmoving beings, has not asecondary meaning 
[in referring to Brahman], because such a being’s 
existence depends on Brahman’s existence.” 

BrS., 2.3.17 (18). Translation: '*Theatman is not born 
because there is no éruti to that effect, and because of 
its eternality, which is proved by the árutis." 

BrS., 2.2.43. 

Mung Up,, 2.1.3. 

BrS., 2.2.44. 

RrS., 2.2.45. 

In BrS., 2.2, 

asdmafijasya, taken from BrS., 2.2.37. 

supra $596, 97. 

i.e., as a fat purusa compound “the beginning (source) of 
(valid) knowledge.” ni jfianddibháre ‘‘since He (God) isa 
source of valid knowledge." 

cf. supra 5 18. 

karmani lyu! Panini. 

not identified. 
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in order to understand any statement, one must first 
know the meaning of thc words that compose it; this may 
be called dependence, so that to this extent any statement 
is dependent for its informativeness on other and prior 
knowledge; but this must also apply to Vedic statements. 


Ifthe cause (here: God) is above suspicion, the statement 
will be accurate, 


gunatah prdminyasya yuMatcad onabhyupagamdc; my under. 
standing ís that a statement has its validity by itself, and 
no secondary validity in the sense that its content must 
first be validated by some other means. The validity 
itself must be proved (namely by the character of the 
personal author or by its preterpersonal origin), but once 
proved, the statement itself is valid. 


Vaisnava rite observed five times a day: paicakalikd. 
Slokavarttika, 2.6 7 ab. 
ib. 2. 67 cd. 


Not identified. n 


this speaks to 108, that the independent cognition cancels 
the dependent cognition, if there is conflict between 
them. Yamuna makes the point that this is not 
invariably true; that neither dependence nor independ- 
ence is a cause of invalidation, sdpeksanirapelsatve is a 
dual and requires the correction of kdranam into kārape, 
if my understanding of the text is correct, 

namely, because it requires another cognition in order to 
be denied. 


namely, in the example of the burning lamp: is it the 
same flare that burnsat six o'clock and at seven o'clock? 
We don't see the flame change or be succeeded by another 
flame. Only inference shows that since there is a differ- 
ent amount of oil in the lamp at different times, t is 
different oil that is burning as a flame, so that the flame 
is really different. The sense perception is of the varying 
amounts of oil. 
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The Naiyayikas. (t 

Since Brahmi is the creator of the world, he can know 
whether ‘there were Vedas or not before creation i by 
taking away Brahma's memory, God in His omnipotence 
could start the myth of the preterpersonal origin of the 
Veda.. A 
not identified. 

not identified. 

Sabarabhisya and KMS. 

supra $17: vedabdhyagrhitawat, 1 have rendered grita 
by ‘accepted’ to cover approximately the variety of 
meanings that Yamuna detects in the word. 

Manusmrti, 8.107. 

People who do prohibited acts follow Vedic expiations; 
but if acceptance by people whocommit forbidden acts is 
sufficient to deny the validity of what they accept, this 
means that the validity of the Veda would be denied. 
Manusmrti. 

supra §17: this Buddhist injunction is outside the Veda 
in one sense. 

For the observance of a prohibition is as much a ritual 
action as the observance ofan injunction, 

supra $14. 

supra § 16. 

supra $59. 

Quotations not identified; the groups enumerated are 
füdras, and yet by Vedic injunction have to observe, ire. 
to accept, the few Vedic injunctions addressed to them 
Do they by their acceptance ínvalidate these injunctions? 
not identified. 

read dedakSlasamsbinaditi. 

not identified. 

supra $15. 


254. 
255. 


?n. 
272. 


NOTES 143 


ie. is the same name used for several groupsor only one? 
The argument is: if S is P, then P is not therefore S. 
The example is ‘parvato 'gnimin dhümavattvát if we 
interchange S and P, we get parvato dhimavin agni- 
mattvit, but this is not true, for though there is ^no 
fireless smoke, there is smokeless fire. Similarly here: 
the fifth may be asátvata or a vai£ya vrátya, but being 
the fifth does not make the sitvata a vaigya vrátya. 

In the Manu quotation supra $ 15. 

explained below, $130. 

Hari has apparently a meaning ‘lion.’ Or did Yamuna 
think of Nrsimha ? 

gauh can mean ‘cow’ and ‘word,’ 

supra $15. 

taddhita suffix, cf. Pánini. 

‘conventionally’ the two words are synonymous, ‘etymo- 
logically’ they have different meanings. 

Pipiri. 

quoted supra. 

supra note. 

supra $15. 

not identified. 


For the word means etymologically “maker of chariots, 
carts.” 

not identified. 

By refusing toaccept a rûdhi meaning the authority of 
the Vedic statements concerning all the features of the 
sacrifice made by the now disqualified chariot-maker 
would be lost, and theauthorityof the statement that caste 
names may designate more than one caste would also be 
lost. 

cf. Amarakosa, 10.4. 

not verified. 
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which is the prerogative only of the three varnas. 
KMS. 

supra §15. 

not identificd. 

not identified. 

supra § 16. 

cf. Manu, 11.40. : 

AitBr., 3.46. 

not identified. 

supra $16. 

This and the following quotations could not be 
identified. 

supra 6 16. 

a Brahman erudite in the Veda and following its 
observances. 

If he does not believe that God is present in the effigie, 
the offerings arc obviously not used and cannot be 
characterized as left-overs. The priest's avoidance of 
them would simply amount to sinful waste. 

He must make his prohibition spccific, in order not to 
prohibit the priest from using food that is otherwise 
wasted. But he cannot determine the specification on his 
own terms. 

used flowers and used food offerings. 

without divine utilisation. 

The paficagavya is a substance in which the 5 products 
of the cow are mingled. 

one nadika is a half muhürta. 

cake used at Vedic offerings. 

namely, in the above statement on the 10 nidikas. 
Vi$vaksena, to whom püja is performed after the main 
pūjī. 

as quoted supra § 16. 
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Mahibhirata quotations not verifiable. 

"The ritual taking of food is considered a performance of 
the prinignihotra. 

The hotar is the principal reciting priest at the soma 
sacrifice, the adhvaryu the main executive 

supra £17. 

namely, at the upanayana ceremony. 

aindragneya, name of a srauta ritual. 

Name of a work of Yamuna. 

Predecessor of Yamuna at Sriranga. 


Nathamuni compiled the sayings of the Vaisnava saints, 
the A]virs. 
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